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In compliance with NCLB, states receiving Title I funding were to ensure that all
teachers of core subject areas, including foreign languages, were highly qualified by the
end of the 2005-2006 academic year. Given that 44 states assess teacher quality through
The Praxis Series tests, and 32 of these rely on one of the Praxis II subject-matter tests to
gauge foreign language competency (ETS, 2010a), research examining the perspectives
of teacher candidates and faculty members regarding these licensure tests is needed.
The purposes of this study were to (a) examine the perspectives of teacher
candidates and faculty members regarding the Praxis II, (b) determine how their unique
perspectives were influenced by their own classroom experiences as language learners,
and (c) consider how the Praxis II experience might contribute to curricular reform
including suggestions for altering pedagogical strategies, coursework, and the
requirement of additional exposure to the target language independent of the four-walled
classroom. Lortie’s (1975) framework of “apprenticeship of observation” (p. 61)
provides a context to understand the perspectives of the Praxis II tests for licensure in
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foreign languages. The data revealed that three categories of Spanish teacher candidates
emerged: (a) Confident Completer, (b) Surprised Prevailers, and (c) Frustrated
Disregarders and each group prepared differently for the Praxis II as a result of their
experiences in the language classroom as apprentice observers. Faculty members offered
both similar and different perspectives of the Praxis II than did teacher candidates. Data
suggested that the Praxis II can also serve to alter the behavior of teacher candidates and
faculty members which may improve foreign language teacher preparation. Suggestions
including course development and instructional strategies are included to assist teacher
candidates in meeting the expectations of the Praxis II.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Since the release of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983) and the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) (P.L. 107110, 2001), the efficacy of the American educational system and the teacher preparation
programs that are responsible for training today’s educators have been heavily
scrutinized. A Nation at Risk and NCLB ultimately redefined quality teaching by
placing considerable emphasis on assessment to foster student achievement and to hold
schools accountable for deficiencies in learning. According to Boyd, Goldhaber,
Lankford, and Wyckoff (2007), an important component of NCLB is that it
requires states to ensure that all teachers are “highly qualified.” The
legislation considers new teachers highly qualified if they receive state
certification and demonstrate content knowledge of the material they
teach; either by passing a subject-area exam or by having an
undergraduate major in that subject, or both. (p. 47)
In compliance with NCLB, states receiving Title I funding must ensure that all teachers
of core subject areas, including foreign languages, were highly qualified by the end of the
2005-2006 academic year. Recent data, however, indicate that a majority of the states
have not yet attained this goal, due to the failure of teacher candidates to demonstrate
subject-matter competence (US Department of Education, 2009).
Forty-four states assess teacher quality through The Praxis Series tests, and 32 of
these (including the District of Columbia) rely on one of the Praxis II subject-matter tests
to gauge foreign language competency (ETS, 2010a). Prior to October 2010, those states
1

that had adopted the Praxis Series tests had the option of the Content Knowledge Test
(French, #0173; German, #0181; Spanish, #0191), the Productive Language Skills Test
(French, #0171; German, #0182; Spanish, #0192) or both tests in order to measure the
foreign language competence for initial licensure in French, German, or Spanish.
Wilkerson, Schomber, and Sandarg (2004) argued that, “prospective foreign language
teachers, especially in the field of Spanish, fail the exams in alarming numbers and must
often repeat the exams multiple times” (p. 29). This finding is not surprising considering
reports by Schulz (2002) that exams for licensure in foreign languages since the 1940s
have been challenging even for individuals with advanced degrees.
Proficiency and Subject-Matter Competence
Glisan (2001), Lafayatte (1993), and Schulz (2000), among others, recognized
that foreign language subject-matter competence has emphasized proficiency for decades.
As a result, several efforts to improve foreign language instruction and teacher
preparation began with standards- and proficiency-based paradigms (Glisan, 2001). One
such endeavor included a collaboration between the American Council on the Teaching
of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) and the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education (NCATE) which resulted in the development of the Program Standards for the
Preparation of Foreign Language Teachers (referred to herein as Program Standards)
(ACTFL, 2002). This undertaking solidified the reciprocal relationship between the
language teacher’s content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge (Glisan,
2001). The Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) require the joint participation of faculty
members in foreign languages and education in order to adequately prepare teacher
candidates. According to ACTFL (2011),
2

In institutions where most of the pedagogical training occurs in the
College of Education, faculty [members] from the language departments
have an obligation to work closely with their education colleagues in
making programmatic changes, instituting proficiency requirements, and
gathering candidate performance evidence and data. (p. 5)
Although these standards will be explained in greater detail in the following chapter, they
rely heavily on the development and demonstration of a teacher candidate’s oral
proficiency, as it is defined in the Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st
Century (referred to herein as SFLL) (National Standards in Foreign Language Education
Project, 1996). The evidence of content knowledge is addressed in two of the eight
program requirements of the Program Standards:
1. The development of candidates’ foreign language proficiency in all areas of
communication, with special emphasis on developing oral proficiency, in all
language courses.
2. An ongoing assessment of candidates’ oral proficiency and provision of
diagnostic feedback to candidates concerning their progress in meeting
required levels of proficiency. (ACTFL, 2002, p. 2)
The supporting explanations of the two aforementioned program requirements are further
delineated in the Program Standards as follows:
Candidates are able to communicate successfully in the three modes of
communication—interpersonal, interpretive, presentational—in the target
language they intend to teach. The heart of language instruction is the
ability to teach students to communicate, which can only be possible if
teachers themselves exemplify effective communicative skills. Therefore
candidates who teach languages such as French, German, Hebrew, Italian,
Portuguese, Russian, and Spanish (Group I, III, and III languages on the
FSI scale) must speak at a minimum level of Advanced-Low as defined in
the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines-Speaking (1999). (ACTFL, 2002, p. 4)
Implications of the Program Standards
Cheatham (2004) pinpointed that although language faculty members had
recognized proficiency to be the fundamental component in determining subject-matter
3

competency, few programs have altered curricula to assist teacher candidates in achieving
this goal. She argued:
The syllabi of skill courses have changed substantially over the decades to
reflect current understandings of best practices for language instruction,
but the overall curricular structure leading to a major or minor has
remained remarkably similar to that of decades earlier, when neither
proficiency nor standards were bywords of professional language
educators. (p. 9)
Glisan (2001) reported that following approval of the Program Standards (ACTFL,
2002), NCATE and ETS began altering the Praxis tests significantly in order to align
them with the professional standards. This endeavor was realized in October 2010 when
a new, standards-driven Praxis II: World Language Test (French #5174; German #5183;
Spanish #5195) was added to the Praxis Series. Based on the Test at a Glance material
(ETS, 2010b), the Praxis II: World Language Test requires teacher candidates to
“demonstrate language proficiency in the target language at the Advanced-Low level, as
described in the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL)
Proficiency Guidelines” (p. 2) which corresponds to Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002)
proficiency requirements.
Apprenticeship of Observation
Although this level of proficiency is challenging (Polio & Zyzik, 2009; Rifkin,
2003; Swender, 2003; Tse, 2000), the high expectation of teacher candidates’ content
knowledge is not limited to the World Language Test. Wilkerson, Schomber, and
Sandarg (2004) as well as Sandarg and Schomber (2009) underscored that the Content
Knowledge Test and Productive Language Skills Test also delineated the Advanced-Low
level or above as required of teacher candidates. Although the test format had changed
to reflect the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002), the demonstration of proficiency at the
4

Advanced-Low level has remained consistent for over a decade. This proficiency goal
seems less feasible based on Lortie’s (1975) “apprenticeship of observation” (p. 61).
According to this framework, preservice teachers develop preconceived notions regarding
what constitutes language teaching and knowing based on their experiences as language
learners (Tedick, 2009; Velez-Rendón, 2002b). Velez-Rendón (2006) asserted that a
teacher candidate’s belief system based on the apprenticeship of observation is
“paramount in the way that new knowledge is acquired and interpreted” (p. 321). Given
that teacher candidates spend approximately “thirteen thousand hours in direct contact
with classroom teachers prior to graduation from high school” (Lortie, 1975, p. 61), this
consistent, powerful exposure influences their belief systems about knowing and teaching
a foreign language prior to formal teacher training. Furthermore, teacher candidates
continue learning a foreign language at the tertiary level which implies that
postsecondary language instructors may also serve as influential models. Lafayette
(1993) explained the connection between a teacher candidate’s cognizance of content
knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge based on previous experience in the
foreign language classroom. He stated,
The impact on instruction on future teachers should not be minimized,
since they will also ultimately draw on what they were taught when they
themselves become teachers. New teachers who experienced three or four
years of strong communicative instruction are more likely to replicate
those efforts simply because they think that is what the subject matter
represents at the secondary level. (p. 128)
Based upon this conceptual framework, teacher candidates actively define their
knowledge base which may ultimately impact their perspectives of the Praxis II tests that
gauge their subject-matter competency.

5

Challenges of Foreign Language Curricula
Reports provided by the Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) indicate
that foreign language teacher licensure will be greatly affected by the Praxis II: World
Language Test. Programs must begin to modify foreign language teacher preparation,
especially considering how teacher candidates conceptualize subject-matter competence.
Although Cheatham (2004) had not yet experienced the outcome of the Praxis II: World
Language Test, she was cognizant that “failure to attain the requisite level of proficiency
by language teacher candidates could, therefore, jeopardize the ability of licensure
candidates in all disciplines at the university to obtain teaching credentials” (p. 10).
McClendon (2004) highlighted the necessity of curricular redesign through the
incorporation of the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002). She claimed,
As post-secondary departments of education begin aligning their courses
of study with the NCATE standards and guidelines, the prospective
foreign language teacher will be on track for successfully passing tests that
may be required by the state as part of the licensure process and for
performing successfully in the classroom well. (McClendon, 2004, p. 2)
It appears, however, that few programs have altered curricula in an attempt to assist
teacher candidates in achieving such lofty proficiency goals. The failure to respond to
these demands is not surprising given recent claims by Ricardo-Osorio (2008) that
foreign language faculty members ignore the SFLL (1996) or the Proficiency
Guidelines—Speaking (1999) and Writing (2001) developed by ACTFL to serve as
frameworks for developing program requirements. Furthermore, Wilkerson et al. (2004)
indicated that given that “90% of reporting institutions had 10 or fewer students taking a
particular Praxis II test” (p. 30), foreign language faculty members have little incentive to
alter current practices. This finding appears to be the case considering that only 28 states
are nationally recognized as using the ACTFL/NCATE Program Standards (ACTFL,
6

2002). Specifically in the state of Mississippi among the 10 NCATE-accredited
universities, only one institution is recognized as using the Program Standards (ACTFL,
2002) established by ACTFL, the Specialized Professional Association (SPA) for foreign
languages (NCATE, 2011a).
Problem Statement and Gap in Research
Prior to the adoption of the Praxis II: World Language Test for initial licensure in
French, German, and Spanish, teacher education programs in Mississippi have reported
high failures. According to recent statistics from the Mississippi Department of
Education (MDE, 2011) as shown in Table 1, the passing rates for Spanish licensure are
low and have decreased over the past three years. This information indicates that the
required cut score in the state of Mississippi for the Productive Language Skills Test:
Spanish of 155 points was not achieved by 31% of the test-takers in 2007-2008, 37% in
2008-2009, and 42% in 2009-2010. Therefore, the passing rate is declining.
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Table 1

Spanish Praxis II: Productive Language Skills Test (# 0192) Data from
Mississippi

Year
Total Test-takers
Percent Passing
Mean Score
________________________________________________________________________
2007-2008
13
69%
164
2008-2009

24

63%

155

2009-2010
38
58%
161
________________________________________________________________________
Passing score for Mississippi was 155 points.

Although data are not yet available regarding the World Language Test, it may be
assumed, based on the increase in the required cut-score from 155 to 160 points for
Mississippi Spanish teacher candidates, that fewer test-takers will be successful.
Regardless, the passing scores of the Praxis II tests required of foreign language teacher
candidates are not being reevaluated given the currently established low score (as
compared to other states requiring the same test) and the small number of test-takers
(MDE spokesperson, personal communication June 30, 2011). Few studies have
investigated the Praxis II tests used to gauge subject-matter competency of teacher
candidates (Albers, 2002; Bowen, 2002; Hones, Alguilar, & Thao, 2009; Wilkerson et al.,
2004; Zigo & Moore, 2002), and most qualitative research in this area has been from a
teacher educator’s perspective. Missing from the existing research is the teacher
candidate’s voice, and how these one-shot tests assessing subject-matter competence may
run contrary to the formal classroom preparation of the teacher candidates. According to
Diaz-Greenberg and Nevin (2003), “Students’ perspectives are missing in discussions
concerning strategies for confronting educational problems. . . .Their voices are rarely
heard. . . .The perspectives of students are invisible” (p. 213). Furthermore, a dearth of
8

research exists regarding the Praxis II tests adopted for foreign language licensure.
Although Wilkerson et al. (2004) examined the Praxis II: Productive Language Skills
Test and Content Knowledge Test, they failed to provide data from the perspectives of
teacher candidates.
An investigation of foreign language teacher licensure from preservice teachers’
perspectives using reflective approaches, such as Lortie’s apprenticeship of observation,
is needed (Schomber & Sandarg, 2009; Tedick, 2009; Velez-Rendón, 2002a, 2002b).
According to this conceptual framework, a teacher candidate’s perception and ultimate
definition of knowing the foreign language is based on years of previous exposure as a
language learner. As a result, the teacher candidate’s knowledge base is directly related
to the pedagogical beliefs and practices of his or her elementary, secondary, and
postsecondary language instructors. The purpose of this proposed dissertation study was
to investigate the perspectives of foreign language teacher candidates and faculty
members regarding the Praxis II tests used for initial licensure in French, German, and
Spanish. Ricardo-Osorio (2008) underscored that “Qualitative research that explores the
perceptions of the faculty members on performance-based assessments in the foreign
language classroom is needed” (p. 602).
Additionally, research highlighting the necessity to reexamine foreign language
curricula abounds (Byrnes, 2008; Cheatham, 2004; Dhonau & McAlpine, 2005; Mathews
& Hansen, 2004; McAlpine & Dhonau, 2007; Modern Language Association, 2007). In
order to explore the perspectives of these licensure tests and how they may be influenced
by an educator’s or teacher candidate’s knowledge base, no single theory will suffice.
Instead, several conceptual frameworks will attempt to explain the relationship between

9

language teaching and assessment practices. These critical components will include the
language teacher’s knowledge base and previous learning experiences.
Research Questions
This research was guided by the following research questions:
1. What are the perspectives of foreign language teacher candidates and faculty
members regarding the Praxis II tests used for subject-matter competency?
2. How are these perspectives influenced by previous experiences, beliefs, or
practices in the foreign language classroom?
3. How do these perspectives influence the reconceptualization of the foreign
language curriculum?

Definition of Terms
Several key terms were used in the study and are operationally defined below:
Advanced-Low is the expectation of proficiency on the Praxis II: World Language Test
and the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002). Advanced-low speakers are able to
narrate in major time frames including past and present tense. They are
comfortable interacting in most informal and some formal conversations.
Interlocutors are understood easily by native speakers who are unaccustomed to
dealing with non-native speakers. They can deal effectively with a variety of
complicated situations (i.e., lost luggage, receiving the wrong food order, etc.).
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) is the national
organization for the foreign language teaching profession, founded in 1967 by
the leadership of the Modern Language Association to address issues of teacher
10

preparation, language instruction, and curriculum development; ACTFL is the
SPA for foreign languages.
Assessment is defined by Shrum and Glisan (2010) as describing and reporting a learner’s
performance.
Assessment-driven curriculum is defined as curriculum which is designed, redesigned, or
reconceptualized as a result of assessment practices such as the Praxis II tests for
initial licensure in foreign languages.
Authentic Assessment is assessment that mirrors the tasks and challenges faced by
individuals in the real world (Wiggins, 1998).
Communicative Competence, according to Canale and Swain (1980), encompasses
linguistic competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse competence, and
strategic competence.
Foreign Language Faculty is defined as the teaching faculty of the department of foreign
languages. These individuals may be responsible for teaching either language or
literature, or both.
Interpersonal Communication refers to Standard 1.1 of the Standards for Foreign
Language Learning in the 21st Century (SFLL) which requires language learners
to communicate using active negotiation with individuals by observing and
adjusting in order to exchange a message. This first mode, or manner of
communication, is most often associated with oral production of the language;
however, it is also present in writing and reading through emails or letters.
Interpretive Communication refers to Standard 1.2 of the SFLL which relies on a oneway reading, viewing, or listening of texts, movies, radio, advertisement, or other
passages that require cultural interpretation or inference. This mode of
11

communication requires a much more profound knowledge of the culture or
topic given that the reader or listener is not involved in active negotiation but
must rely on individual interpretation of the text.
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) sets standards for
accreditation for colleges and university programs responsible for preparing
elementary and secondary educators as well as specialists and administrators.
Currently, NCATE recognizes 656 institutions, and 70 additional ones are
seeking accreditation. In Mississippi, 10 institutions are NCATE-accredited
(NCATE, 2011).
Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century (SFLL) (1996). These
standards were developed by ACTFL for K-16 language teachers in cooperation
with the American Association of the Teachers of Spanish and Portuguese
(AATSP), the American Association of the Teachers of French (AATF), the
American Association of the Teachers of German (AATG), as well as seven
additional organizations. The SFLL include five goal areas: Communication,
Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities. Within each goal area
are standards which express what students should know and be able to do.
Presentational Communication is presented in Standard 1.3 of the SFLL as one-way
speaking or writing in which a message is produced for an audience through
speeches, reports, or articles. In this case, an audience may be one person or
several, and the speaker or writer is not provided with the opportunity to
negotiate meaning directly with the audience.
Praxis II: Content Knowledge Test is a multiple choice subject-matter test for initial
licensure in French, German or Spanish. It includes four sections: (a)
12

interpretive listening; (b) structure of the language; (c) interpretive reading; and
(d) cultural perspectives. This test was not adopted by the state of Mississippi
for initial licensure of French, German, or Spanish.
Praxis II: Productive Language Skills Test is a subject-matter test for initial licensure in
French, German or Spanish. It includes two sections: (a) presentational
speaking; and (b) presentational writing. Prior to October 2010, Mississippi
required this test for teacher candidates seeking initial licensure in French,
German, or Spanish.
Praxis II: World Language Test is a subject-matter test for initial licensure in French,
German or Spanish. It is the newest test for foreign language licensure. It
includes four sections: (a) interpretive listening with embedded cultural and
linguistic content; (b) interpretive reading with embedded cultural and linguistic
content; (c) interpersonal and presentational writing; and (d) presentational and
interpersonal speaking. As of October 2010, Mississippi adopted this test for
initial licensure in French, German, or Spanish.
Program Standards for the Preparation of Foreign Language Teachers (ACTFL, 2002)
were developed by ACTFL and NCATE to describe requirements of foreign
language teacher education programs and expectations of foreign language
teacher candidates. They consist of eight requirements of foreign language
teacher education programs and mandate the joint responsibility of faculty
members in both education and foreign languages in preparing teacher
candidates. Six content standards and rubrics for assessing progress are also
provided. Currently, 28 states are nationally recognized programs according to
ACTFL/NCATE requirements.
13

Realia is an authentic object or material produced by members of a language and culture
group for members of that same group. These pedagogical tools (TV,
commercials, newspapers, magazines) can be used to foster language and
cultural growth.
Target language is the language that is being studied.
A task is defined by Skehan (1998) as an exercise or activity in which
. . . meaning is primary, listeners are not given other people’s meanings to
regurgitate, there is some sort of relationship to comparable real-world
activities, task completion has some sort of priority, and the assessment of
the task is in terms of outcome. (as cited in Shrum & Glisan, 2010, p. 266)
Teacher candidate is an undergraduate student enrolled in an accredited degree program
in the state of Mississippi that confers a Bachelor’s degree and who has taken the
Praxis II test required by the state for initial licensure in the language that he/she
intends to teach.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The last two decades of research have attempted to answer the questions posed in
a seminal article by Bernhardt and Hammadou (1987): “What should foreign language
teachers know? What should they do? How should foreign language teachers be
prepared?” (p. 290). As researchers (Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Schulz, 2000; VelezRendón, 2002a) noted, however, we have only begun this process. Changes in paradigms
leading to standards-based and proficiency-oriented movements have rendered the body
of knowledge and skills previously required of a second language teacher decades ago as
insufficient in today’s global world (Velez-Rendón, 2002a). Teacher candidates must
prove subject-matter competence through the demonstration of both teacher language
proficiency and global proficiency (Elder, 2001; Pearson, Fonseca-Greber, & Foell
2006). Shulman (1986) also underscored the fundamental relationship between content
knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge in which teachers must know how to
teach the core concepts in their fields of study.
Given that both knowledge of subject-matter and pedagogical content knowledge
play a crucial role in the teacher preparation process, several studies have investigated the
influence of previous classroom experiences upon the belief systems of both preservice
and inservice foreign language teachers (Gutierrez, 1996; Moran, 1996; Velez-Rendón,
2002a, 2002b). Sandarg and Schomber (2009) argued for an expansion of these
reflective approaches to highlight unexamined areas of content and pedagogical concern
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such as foreign language licensure examination. Lortie’s (1975) framework of
“apprenticeship of observation” (p. 61) provides a context in order to explain how
previous classroom language experiences may have influenced a prospective teacher’s
definition of knowing a foreign language and their ultimate perspective of the Praxis II
subject-matter test.
Several components will be examined in this chapter that will contribute to the
understanding of the perspectives of teacher candidates and faculty members regarding
the Praxis II tests. This section will be divided into the following main areas of interest:
(a) the language teacher’s knowledge base, (b) the Praxis II tests, and (c) the role of
perspectives.
Language Teacher’s Knowledge Base
Content Knowledge
Velez-Rendón (2002a) claimed that “there is no consensus about the core
knowledge base of language teacher education. Some efforts that seek to define what
language teachers should know have been undertaken in the past few years” (p. 461).
Whereas knowledge of grammar and a basic understanding about the linguistic system
sufficed decades earlier to define teacher competency, a standards-based and proficiencyoriented paradigm reconceptualized how the field determined content knowledge (VelezRendón, 2002b). Borg (2006) argued that, “Language teachers teach communication, not
facts” (p. 5). Identifying communication as the primary goal in language instruction
began with Chomsky’s competence/performance dichotomy in 1965.
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Communicative Competence
The basic tenets of Chomsky’s (1965) theory of transformational-generative
grammar established that competence referred to one’s knowledge about the linguistic
system while performance identified one’s production of the language. This theoretical
framework was challenged by Campbell and Wales (1970), Hymes (1972), and Canale
and Swain (1980) who expanded upon the grammatical limitations of the definition.
Although Canale and Swain (1980) recognized the confusion of the term competence in
their theoretical framework given the focus on performance in Chomsky’s competing
model, they emphasized that communicative competence referred to both the underlying
knowledge about the linguistic system and the communicative performance of the
individual. According to Omaggio-Hadley (2001), Canale and Swain (1980) developed
the framework specifically as it applied to language teaching. Thus, the
competence/performance distinction was no longer limited to discussions on first
language (L1) acquisition but could not be applied to second language acquisition (SLA).
Brandl (2010) summarized the four component areas of communicative competence
(boldfaced terms from the original are now underlined) indicating that it
encompasses a wide range of abilities: the knowledge of grammar and
vocabulary (linguistic competence); the ability to say the appropriate thing
in a certain social situation (sociolinguistic competence); the ability to
start, enter, contribute to, and end a conversation, and the ability to do this
in a consistent and coherent manner (discourse competence); the ability to
communicate effectively and repair problems caused by communicative
breakdowns (strategic competence). (p. 6)
The focus on what a language learner can produce with the language “spawned various
movements such as proficiency-based and standards-based instruction” (Brandl, 2010, p.
6). Omaggio-Hadley (2001) alluded to the impetus for the development of the
Proficiency Guidelines by stating, “without a clear understanding of what we mean by
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‘proficiency,’ communication about goals and outcomes and articulation among
programs and settings can be difficult and frustrating” (p. 9). As a result, foreign
language educators and researchers began to determine how to define and measure the
global proficiency of language learners.
Proficiency
According to Liskin-Gasparro (2003), the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines were
originally developed in the 1950s by the Foreign Service Institute of the U.S. Department
of State. These guidelines were later adapted in 1981 for use in academia. LiskinGasparro (1996) underscored that the development of the levels for speaking and writing
were based on experience rather than empirical verification.
The Proficiency Guidelines have been depicted by Swender (1999) as an inverted
pyramid (see Figure 1) which consists of four main levels: Novice, Intermediate,
Advanced, and Superior. All of the main levels with the exception of Superior are further
divided into sublevels: low, mid, and high. In the pyramid, a language learner must
acquire much more language to move from one level to the next higher one. OmaggioHadley (2001) explained,
One can see that relatively little positive change is needed to progress
from the Novice level to the Intermediate, but that relatively more change
is needed to make the leap from the Intermediate to the Advanced, and so
on up the scale. (p. 12)
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Figure 1

Inverted Pyramid of the ACTFL Scale with Major Levels and Sublevels

(Swender, 1999, p. 12)
The level of proficiency on the ACTFL scale is identified by considering four
assessment criteria: (a) global tasks/functions, (b) context/content, (c) accuracy, and (d)
text type. Figure 2 provides an overview of these criteria according to the ACTFL Oral
Proficiency Interview Tester Training Manual (Swender, 1999). Global tasks refer to
real-world exercises that the speaker can perform in the language. For example, Novicelevel speakers can name objects or use basic greetings while Intermediate-level speakers
can also respond to simple questions or ask for information. Context “refers to
circumstances or settings in which a person uses a language” (Swender, 1999, p. 23). For
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example, Novice-level speakers depend on predictable, informal settings yet
Intermediate-level speakers may be able to handle some transactional situations. Content
refers to the topics or themes of the conversation. Intermediate-level speakers can
discuss familiar topics related to their personal lives such as routine or family, but
Advanced-level speakers can handle more complex topics of general interest. Accuracy
includes several components such as grammar, fluency, vocabulary, pragmatic
competence, and sociolinguistic competence (Swender, 1999). Finally, text type refers to
“the quantity and the organizational aspects of the speech” (Swender, 1999, p. 29) into
words, sentences, paragraphs, or extended paragraphs. While Intermediate speakers may
manipulate speech into simple sentences, Advanced-level speakers express themselves
through the use of complex sentences and connected paragraph-length discourse.
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Figure 2

Proficiency Assessment Criteria with Major Levels and Descriptors

(Omaggio-Hadley, 2001, p.14)
All four criteria are to be carefully evaluated during an Oral Proficiency Interview
(OPI) with a certified tester. According to Swender (1999), the ACTFL OPI is a
standardized procedure for the global assessment of functional speaking
ability; i.e., it measures language production holistically by determining
patterns of strengths and weaknesses. It also establishes a speaker’s level
of consistent functional ability as well as the clear upper limitations of that
ability. (p. 1)
The OPI is approximately 10-30 minutes in duration and consists of a warm-up, level
checks, probes, and wind-down. This established protocol is “based on as natural a
conversation as possible between the tester and the examinee” (Swender, 1999, p. 3). All
interviews are different since questions are constructed based on the individual testtaker’s interests, opinions, and experiences.
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Although the Proficiency Guidelines and the OPI are widely used among foreign
language teachers, researchers, and teacher educators, they have been met with criticism.
Salaberry (2002) summarized that since the development of the Proficiency Guidelines
was based on experience rather than experimental verification, they may lack construct
validity. Furthermore, he underscored additional concerns regarding the Proficiency
Guidelines including the reduction of language development to simplistic descriptions,
the assumptions of competence based on performance during the OPI, difficulty
regarding interrater reliability, and the failure to assume a natural conversation given the
asymmetrical, interrogative nature of the questioning.
Proficiency plays a pivotal role in the preparation of teacher candidates and the
assessment of subject-matter competence. As indicated in both the Program Standards
(ACTFL, 2002) and the Test at a Glance for the World Language Test (ETS, 2010b),
teacher candidates must demonstrate proficiency at the Advanced-Low level. As
described in the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines (2001), Advanced-Low speakers can:
• Participate actively in most informal and a limited number of formal
conversations;
• Narrate and describe in all major time frames in paragraph length discourse;
• Handle linguistic challenges and complications through communicative
strategies such as rephrasing and circumlocution.
Although Tse (2000) found that achieving at high levels of proficiency was a
daunting task for the majority of language learners following years of traditional study,
most research (Mathews & Hansen, 2004; Swender, 2003; Weyers, 2010) indicated that
only 50% of language learners can attain this desired proficiency level. Among these
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researchers, some studies have emphasized the necessity of redesigning curricula and
developing specific courses in order to assist language learners in surpassing the
Intermediate/Advanced level borders (Mathews & Handsen, 2004; Weyers, 2010).
Swender (2003) examined the proficiency levels needed in order to perform the
communicative tasks in the target language required for various jobs. According to her
results, the Advanced-Low level was the minimal level of proficiency for K-12 language
teachers to complete the required pedagogical tasks in the target language. Other
professions that are likely to function at this level were physicians, police officers,
military linguists, and billing clerks. Swender (2003) asserted,
minimal levels have been established by subject-matter experts from a
variety of agencies, organizations, and companies for whom the ACTFL
testing office provides testing or analysis...These are realistic levels of
expectations for students who have completed such programs. (p. 526)
Among the 501 participating language majors in her study, the majority of which had
studied abroad, Swender (2003) considered the Advanced-Low proficiency level to be
realistic considering that 47% of the foreign language majors received ratings at or above
the Advanced level. This finding is troubling considering that 53% of the participating
students were unable to surpass the Intermediate language barriers. The author did not
provide a justification for why language learners were unable to reach Advanced
proficiency levels but instead recommended additional research in this area.
Mathews and Hansen (2004) examined the proficiency of students pursuing a
language major; however, their intent was to also evaluate their departmental curriculum.
In addition to requiring all graduating seniors to complete an OPI and a portfolio of
written work, Mathews and Hansen asserted that all teacher candidates were required to
meet the Intermediate-High level of proficiency and take a methods course prior to the
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student teaching experience. Similar to Swender (2003), according to the results of the
computerized OPI, Mathews and Hansen recognized that 49% of the language majors
received scores at the Advanced levels of proficiency.
Weyers (2010) claimed that, “Of the areas in which teacher candidates are tested,
oral proficiency is likely the most difficult for many of them” (p. 384). Following the
development of a course specifically designed to move students beyond the barriers of
their communicative deficiencies, 71% of the language learners improved proficiency by
at least one sublevel on the ACTFL scale. This finding did not imply, however, that all
students demonstrated proficiency at the Advanced levels. The author indicated that onethird of the teacher candidates who were unable to reach the Advanced-Low levels were
successful following the completion of this course.
In summary, although Chomsky’s (1965) theory of transformational grammar was
intended to understand how children acquire their first language (L1), its basic principles
began to be applied to examine the field of second language acquisition (SLA) as well.
Consequently, Canale and Swain (1980) established the guidelines for communicative
competence which underscored how effectively a second language (L2) learner could
manipulate the language. Thus, one was communicatively competent, not solely by
knowing about the linguistic system, but by being able to perform authentic tasks through
the integration of linguistic competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse
competence, and strategic competence.
The theory of communicative competence altered the L2 classroom dynamic as
performance and proficiency became the goals of language instruction. Language
educators and researchers developed the Proficiency Guidelines to articulate what
learners could do in functional terms at various levels. Furthermore, the inverted
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pyramid scale of the Proficiency Guidelines clearly establishes that language
development “is not linear in nature; rather it is a multidimensional, expanding spiral”
(Omaggio-Hadley, 2001, p. 12). In order to identify a speaker according to one of the
levels and sublevels of the ACTFL Proficiency scale, a certified OPI tester considers four
assessment criteria: global tasks/functions, context/content, accuracy, and text type.
The Proficiency Guidelines have been met with criticism. Salaberry (2000)
summarized several issues related to their lack of validity. Researchers (Wilkerson et al.,
2004) have also raised additional concerns regarding the expectation, as specified in the
Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) and Test at a Glance (ETS, 2010b), of such a high
level of proficiency (Advanced-Low). Studies indicate that approximately 50% of
language learners have difficulty reaching the Advanced proficiency levels. Given that
oral communication may be the most challenging aspect of language learning, research
has demonstrated that several variables may influence the increase in proficiency toward
Advanced-levels including the requirement of the OPI (Mathews & Hansen, 2004) and
the creation of courses to improve communicative competence (Weyers, 2010).
Pedagogical Content Knowledge
Whereas subject-matter knowledge pertains to the structures, concepts, and
organization of knowledge in the mind of the teacher, the pedagogical content knowledge
alludes to the illustrations, examples, and representations that make the material
comprehensible to the student audience (Shulman, 1986). Although knowledge of one’s
content, especially through the demonstration of an acceptable level of proficiency, was
undoubtedly given credence in the field of foreign languages, few researchers examined
the relationship between discipline specific knowledge and the skills required to relay
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that knowledge to a classroom of learners. Elder (2001), however, affirmed that teachers
must demonstrate global language proficiency as well as “teacher language proficiency”
(p. 152) making a clear relationship between content knowledge and pedagogical content
knowledge. Glisan (2001) confirmed this mutual relationship and contended,
Perhaps our discipline is unique in that there is a “reciprocal” relationship
between the teachers’ foreign language competency and their pedagogical
abilities; that is, the more proficient the teachers, the more capable they
will be in putting pedagogical knowledge into practice in the classroom.
A teacher who does not possess a high level of foreign language skill is
unable to plan successfully for learner-centered instruction, provide
accurate and helpful target language input, tailor language to the students’
level, and engage students in interactive communication which advances
their language development. Conversely, if teachers lack effective
pedagogical skills, they are likely to lose (or at best not advance) their own
language proficiency, as they cannot use the target language beyond the
concrete “here and now.” In view of this, it may be time to re-examine
diligently the relationship between language competency and pedagogical
abilities given that the gap between the two has become a serious problem.
(p. 171)
The development of the SFLL (1996) reframed foreign language education by identifying
what students should know and be able to do following a foreign language sequence
(Glisan, 2001). In order to assist language learners in attaining those goals, it was vital to
develop similar standards for teachers which included three interrelated efforts: The
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) for accomplished teachers,
The Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) for beginner
teachers, and NCATE for teacher education programs (Glisan, 2001). Two of these
standards, INTASC and NCATE, will be discussed in the upcoming sections following
the student standards, SFLL.
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Student Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century
Shrum and Glisan (2010) argued that following a focus on the Proficiency
Guidelines, language educators began to collaborate on identifying what learners should
know and be able to do at various stages of the language process. In 1993 foreign
language education was the last content area to receive federal funding to develop
national standards. The initial publication in 1996 of the SFLL involved the
collaboration of four professional organizations: ACTFL, the American Council on the
Teaching of Spanish and Portuguese (AATSP), the American Council on the Teaching of
French (AATF), and the American Council on the Teaching of German (AATG). This
initial version of the SFLL included content standards with progress indicators for grades
four, eight, and twelve. The collaboration of seven additional organizations resulted in
the 1999 edition of these student standards which were developed for language learners
in kindergarten through grade 16. According to the SFLL, “the standards provide a
gauge against which to measure improvement in foreign language education in years to
come” (p. 28). The creation of these student standards were also intended to accelerate
issues such as “the preparation of new teachers of all language at all levels within our
schools” (p. 15).
The SFLL are comprised of five goal areas (the 5 Cs) including: communication,
cultures, connections, comparisons, and communities. As Lear and Abbot (2008)
asserted,
the successful student will use language to communicate for real purposes,
understand multicultural and global issues, connect with other disciplines
and acquire new knowledge, make comparisons with their own language
and culture, and participate in multilingual communities. (p. 77)
Each of the aforementioned goal areas consists of two or three content standards which
elucidate what a learner should know and be able to do by the end of their language
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program. Table 2 provides additional information regarding the goal areas and content
standards of the SFLL.

28

Table 2

Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century (SFLL)

Goal Area
Corresponding Content Standard
______________________________________________________________________________________
Communication: Communicate in Languages Other Than English
Standard 1.1: Students engage in conversations, provide and
obtain information, express feelings and emotions, and
exchange opinions.
Standard 1.2: Students understand and interpret written and
spoken language on a variety of topics.
Standard 1.3: Students present information, concepts, and
ideas to an audience of listeners or readers on a variety of
topics.
Cultures: Gain Knowledge and Understanding of Other Cultures
Standard 2.1: Students demonstrate an understanding
relationship between the practices and perspectives
culture studied.
Standard 2.2: Students demonstrate an understanding
relationship between the products and perspectives
culture studied.

of the
of the
of the
of the

Connections: Connect with Other Disciplines and Acquire Information
Standard 3.1: Students reinforce and further their knowledge
of other disciplines through the foreign language.
Standard 3.2: Students acquire information and recognize the
distinctive viewpoints that are only available through the
foreign language and its cultures.
Comparisons: Develop Insight into the Nature of Language and Culture
Standard 4.1: Students demonstrate understanding of the
nature of language through comparisons of the language
studied and their own.
Standard 4.2: Students demonstrate understanding of the
concept of culture through comparisons of the cultures studied
and their own.
Communities: Participate in Multilingual Communities at Home and Around the World
Standard 5.1: Students use the language both within
and beyond the school setting.
Standard 5.2: Students show evidence of becoming life-long
learners by using the language for personal enjoyment and
enrichment.
______________________________________________________________________________________

Relating the SFLL to Practice
Studies have indicated that although all states have used the SFLL in the
development of foreign language curricula at the elementary and secondary level, few
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teachers know how to incorporate the 5 Cs to develop pedagogically sound lessons that
foster language acquisition (Allen, 2002; Lear & Abbot, 2008). Furthermore, 18 articles
appearing in the ADFL Bulletin (Welles, 1999; 2000) following the publication of the
SFLL presented issues debating their significance at the tertiary level of language
instruction. Faculty members recognized departments as resistant and unwilling to
change program requirements; in other cases, administrators felt unprepared to make
suggestions leading to drastic curricular reform due to pedagogical unfamiliarity. Long
(1999) argued, “Very few linguists and literature or culture specialists have firsthand
knowledge about language instruction at these levels and are unable to conceptualize any
impact that the Standards might have on their own instruction” (p. 78). McAlpine (2000)
asserted,
Those of us who teach or are in charge of the educational process in
language departments at the college level and university level have paid
little attention or no attention to the release and subsequent activities that
have ensued since the publication of [the standards]. (p. 75)
Based on the failure to implement the standards at the tertiary level, it is not
surprising that Ricardo-Osorio (2008) found that the “National Standards have not gained
the expected popularity in the assessment practices of foreign language undergraduate
programs” (p. 601). He further implied that the failure to incorporate performanceoriented assessment based on the standards means that “the assessment of conversational
competence of foreign language majors may need some attention” (p. 601). The results
of his study indicated that in the standards-based and proficiency-based paradigm, 96%
of the surveyed baccalaureate granting foreign language departments utilize grammatical
or discrete-item tests to measure language knowledge. Only 44% of these institutions
assessed oral proficiency via the OPI, and 29% required exit exams prior to graduation.
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Allen (2002) examined the pedagogical beliefs of foreign language teachers in
Nebraska, Iowa, and Missouri with regard to the SFLL. Each state has reacted to the
standards in divergent ways by either failing to modify curricula (e.g. Iowa) or receiving
grants to redesign their programs (e.g. Nebraska). Allen found that professional
development, or specifically involvement in two or more language-affiliated
organizations, was more influential regarding one’s awareness of the standards than any
other factor. Additionally, survey results underscored that familiarity with the standards
was superficial since teachers often failed to understand concepts with which they must
be familiar in order to maximize the potential of the standards.
Although the 5 Cs of the standards are to be treated equally, researchers disagree
regarding how to conceptualize the goal areas. Wu (2010) referenced the problematic
nature of failing to represent these goal areas in a hierarchical fashion. She argued that,
“Students cannot master a foreign language until they can communicate in it, and
between [communication and culture], the ability to communicate certainly seems much
closer to mastery than does the possession of cultural knowledge” (p. 559). Others have
recognizd the interconnected nature of the goal areas, especially in achieving the
communication standard (Lear & Abbott, 2008; Levi-Altstaedter & Jones, 2009; ter Horst
& Pearce, 2010).
Lear and Abbott (2008) examined how service learning can assist students in
meeting the 5 C’s of the standards. Focusing primarily on community, students were
required to participate in a local Latino nonprofit organization and complete several
journals and classroom projects. They discovered that students made progress in all five
of the goal areas.
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Ter Horst and Pearce (2010) focused on the connections and comparisons goal
areas in order to provide students with the opportunity to learn about environmental
sustainability. Students read newspapers and posted messages to German students
discussing similar ecological issues in the United States. Similar to Lear and Abbott
(2008), ter Horst and Pearce (2010) emphasized that all goal areas, including enhanced
communicative skills, were met as a result of this new course.
ACTFL/NCATE Program Standards
The performance-based Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) by NCATE and
ACTFL are aligned with both the INTASC and NBPTS standards and were ratified by
NCATE in 2000 (Glisan, 2001). Fox and Diaz-Greenberg (2006) asserted that these
standards identify what teachers should know and be able to do and should guide teacher
education programs to form their programs of study. Although two areas related to
proficiency have already been referenced in the previous chapter, eight requirements for
programs of foreign language teacher preparation are delineated:
• The development of candidates’ foreign language proficiency in all areas of
communication, with special emphasis on developing oral proficiency, in all
language courses. Upper-level courses should be taught in the foreign language.
• An ongoing assessment of candidates’ oral proficiency and provision of
diagnostic feedback to candidates concerning their progress in meeting required
levels of proficiency.
• Language, linguistics, culture, and literature components.
• A methods course that deals specifically with the teaching of foreign languages,
and that is taught by a qualified faculty member whose expertise is foreign
language education and who is knowledgeable about current instructional
approaches and issues.
• Field experiences prior to student teaching that include experiences in foreign
language classrooms.
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• Field experiences, including student teaching, that are supervised by a qualified
foreign language educator who is knowledgeable about current instructional
approaches and issues in the field of foreign language education.
• Opportunities for candidates to experience technology-enhanced instruction and
to use technology in their own teaching.
• Opportunities for candidates to participate in a structured study abroad program
and/or intensive immersion experience in a target language community. (ACTFL,
2002, p. 2)
These eight core requirements are supported by six content standards:
• Standard 1: Language, Linguistics, Comparisons
• Standard 2: Cultures, Literatures, Cross-Disciplinary Concepts
• Standard 3: Language Acquisition Theories and Instructional Practices
• Standard 4: Integration of Standards into Curriculum and Instruction
• Standard 5: Assessment of Languages and Cultures
• Standard 6: Professionalism. (ACTFL, 2002, p. 3)
Standards 1 and 2 are the responsibility of the department of foreign languages
(McAlpine & Dhonau, 2007; Pearson et al., 2006). Pearson et al. (2006) recognized that
standard 6 was also in the domain of foreign languages given that it “includes helping
students develop an awareness of the value of learning another language and about its
culture and communicating that awareness to the larger community” (p. 511).
These teacher standards are based on the student SFLL given that the Program
Standards (ACTFL, 2002) clearly elucidate Standard 4.a. by stating that,
The Standards for Foreign Language Learning in the 21st Century (1999)
have defined what our students should know and be able to do as a result
of their experiences in foreign language classrooms across the nation. If
our national vision for foreign language study in grades K-12 is to be
realized, candidates must have a thorough understanding of the five goal
areas (Communication, Cultures, Comparisons, Connections,
Communities) and eleven content standards. (p. 26)
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Relating the Program Standards to Practice
Researchers have more recently begun to investigate the implications of the
Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) regarding foreign language teacher preparation
(Dhonau & McAlpine, 2005; Donato, 2009; McAlpine & Dhonau, 2007; Pearson et al.,
2006). Donato (2009) emphasized that the teacher standards provide opportunities to
identify gaps in curricula and prevent departmental isolation by requiring the
collaboration between the faculty members in the college of education and the
department of foreign language for optimal success. Pearson et al. (2006) underscored
the importance of designing courses specifically to build teacher proficiency and global
proficiency and to redesign methods courses to demonstrate quality teaching according to
teacher and student standards. McAlpine and Dhonau (2007) recommended involving all
faculty members in the “NCATE-ing” (p. 251) process by familiarizing each individual
with the SFLL and the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002). Furthermore, McAlpine and
Dhonau suggested preparing appropriate assessments to measure oral proficiency and
report progress in addition to aligning all courses according to the ACTFL/NCATE
Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002). Dhonau and McAlpine (2005) discussed the
incorporation of the electronic portfolio in the second language methods course in order
to meet the assessment criteria for the ACTFL/NCATE program review.
INTASC Teacher Standards
Following the development and release of the common core model standards for
licensing new teachers in 1992, INTASC expanded upon the original standards for their
application in discipline specific contexts (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2002).
According to Miller (2002), “the principles take on life only when they are applied to
teaching in a particular context” (introductory letter, para. 2 ). Miller (2002) further
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explained that the INTASC standards were developed to be compatible with the NBPTS
and specifically “translate the [core principles] into what good teaching looks like in the
context of teaching a foreign language” (p. 1). Just as the ACTFL/NCATE Program
Standards (ACTFL, 2002) identify the requirements of programs responsible for
preparing teachers seeking initial licensure in a foreign language, the INTASC teacher
standards address the knowledge and skills of beginning K-12 foreign language teachers.
The INTASC foreign language principles, described below in Table 3, follow the same
framework as the core principles. It should be noted, however, that the INTASC core
standards were updated in 2011 (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2011), and the
corresponding foreign language principles have yet to be updated since 2002 (Council of
Chief State School Officers, 2002).
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Table 3

INTASC Core Foreign Language Principles

Foreign Language Principle
______________________________________________________________________________________
Principle #1 Content Knowledge
Language teachers are proficient in the language they teach. They understand language as a system, how
students learn a language, and how language and culture are linked. They are knowledgeable about the
cultures of the people who speak the language. Using this knowledge, they create learning experiences that
help students develop language proficiency and build cultural understanding.
Principle #2: Learner Development
Language teachers understand how students learn and develop and can relate this to their development of
language proficiency and cultural understanding. They provide learning experiences that are appropriate to
and support learners’ development.
Principle #3: Diversity of Learners
Language teachers understand how learners differ in their knowledge, experiences, abilities, needs, and
approaches to language learning, and create instructional opportunities and environments that are
appropriate for the learner and that reflect learner diversity.
Principle #4: Instructional Strategies
Language teachers understand and use a variety of instructional strategies to help learners develop language
proficiency, build cultural understanding, and foster critical thinking skills.
Principle #5: Learning Environment
Language teachers create an interactive, engaging, and supportive learning environment that encourages
student self-motivation and promotes language learning.
Principle # 6: Communication
Language teachers use effective verbal and non-verbal communication, and multi-media resources, to
foster language development and cultural understanding.
Principle #7: Planning for Instruction
Language teachers plan instruction based on their knowledge of the target language and cultures, learners,
standards-based curriculum, and the learning context.
Principle #8: Assessment
Language teachers understand and use a variety of assessment strategies to monitor student learning, to
inform language and culture instruction, and to report student progress.
Principle #9: Reflective Practice and Professional Development
Language teachers are reflective practitioners who continually evaluate the effects of their choices and
actions on others and who actively seek out opportunities to grow professionally.
Principle #10: Community
Language teachers foster relationships with school colleagues, families, and agencies in the larger
community to support students’ learning and well-being.

________________________________________________________________________
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In summary, both Glisan (2001) and Elder (2001) underscored the interconnected
relationship of a language teacher’s content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge. As
one’s proficiency in the target language improves so does one’s ability to plan for
appropriate student-centered instruction through the use of accurate and level appropriate
input. Language teachers must be aware of the SFLL student standards used to develop
curricula at the K-12 level of instruction. The SFLL consist of five goal areas:
Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities.
Research indicates, however, that few teachers know how to translate the
standards to develop lesson plans (Allen, 2002; Lear & Abbot, 2008). Furthermore,
foreign language educators fail to reach a consensus regarding if and how these student
standards can be incorporated beyond the K-12 setting (McAlpine, 2000; Ricardo-Osorio,
2008). This particular finding makes it difficult to conceive how prospective foreign
language teachers might demonstrate the content knowledge as proposed by the INTASC
and Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002). Furthermore, if teacher candidates are unaware
of the SFLL, it may be assumed that they may have never experienced a test which
emphasizes meaningful tasks that are compatible to the five goal areas of the SFLL as are
present on the Praxis II: World Language Test. Ricardo-Osorio (2008) specifically
highlighted the problematic nature of failing to incorporate standards-based and
proficiency-based assessments which may impede the communicative competence of
teacher candidates.
Both the INTASC teacher standards and the ACTFL/NCATE Program Standards
(ACTFL, 2002) were developed in order to assist language learners in meeting the goals
delineated in the SFLL. In a similar fashion, the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) are
to be used to guide curricula to assist foreign language teacher candidates in meeting the
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INTASC standards. It is essential to understand that all three efforts are interrelated and
are compatible with the NBPTS. Thus, if a program fails to use the Program Standards
(ACTFL, 2002) as a curricular guide, it is unlikely that teacher candidates can
demonstrate the core foreign language principles of INTASC. Consequently, it is
doubtful that teacher candidates will assist language learners in meeting the goals of the
SFLL or pass the Praxis II.
Researchers (Dhonau & McAlpine, 2005; Donato, 2009; McAlpine & Dhonau,
2007) underscored the role of the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) in preparing
teacher candidates. Preparing foreign language teachers is equally the responsibility of
the faculty members in foreign languages and education. McAlpine and Dhonau (2007)
recommended that all faculty members study the SFLL as well as the Program Standards
(ACTFL, 2002) and receive training where needed to determine how curricula might be
modified to assist in “NCATE-ing” (McAlpine & Dhonau, 2007, p. 251).
Praxis II Tests
Following the ratification of the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002), NCATE
collaborated with the Educational Testing Service (ETS) “to make significant changes in
the Praxis examinations for teacher licensing in order to ensure alignment between the
assessment and the profession’s standards for teacher preparation” (Glisan, 2001, p. 170).
These modifications are clearly visible in format; the dependence on technology; and the
effort by ACTFL, NCATE, and ETS to assess teacher proficiency in authentic ways.
Wiggins (1991) asserted that authentic assessment provides a means “to examine student
performance on real-world tasks that mirror the priorities and challenges found in the best
instructional activities” (p. 2). Given reports that the Content Knowledge Test and
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Productive Language Skills Test failed to measure linguistic competence consistent with
acceptable classroom practices in a standards-based paradigm (Schomber & Sandarg,
2009; Wilkerson et al., 2004), these new changes were warranted. Additionally,
adjustments in testing and cut-score requirements are present (Table 4 and Table 5). In
order to understand the significant changes made to the Praxis II tests, it is first necessary
to examine the former versions.
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Table 4

Foreign Language Praxis II Test Requirements and Cut-off Scores Prior to
October 2010

State
CK

French
PLS

CK

German
PLS

CK

Spanish
PLS

________________________________________________________________________________
Alabama
Alaska
Arkansas
Delaware
DC
Hawaii
Idaho
Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

148
162
171
158
167
157
168
155
173
158
157
160
166
159
156
157
161
170
Total for both = 331

Mississippi
161
Missouri
161
Nevada
152
161
New Jersey
156
N. Carolina Total for both = 335
N. Dakota
156
Ohio
160
Oregon
146
160
Pennsylvania
170
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
160
166
S. Dakota
150
Tennessee
160
165
Utah
161
Vermont
157
163
Virginia
169
Washington
158
W. Virginia
131
Wisconsin
156

142
153

178

148
159
147
158
157
151
156
153
164
Total for both = 317
160
161
157
153
150
165
156
165
151
143
149
153
148
162
160
132
153

160

181

169

147
152
155
141
157
156
153
166
171
152
159
167
160
160
158
162
168
Total for both = 330
155
158
160
156
159
Total score for both = 327
155
160
161
160
166
156
174
141
161
135
152
154
161
163
165
161
160
143
158

________________________________________________________________________
CK denotes the Content Knowledge Test. PLS denotes the Productive Language Skills
Test.
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Table 5

Foreign Language Praxis II Test Requirements and Cut-off Scores as of
March 2011

State

French
German
Spanish
CK
PLS
WL
CK PLS
WL
CK
PLS
WL
_________________________________________________________________________________
Alabama
Alaska
Arkansas
Delaware
DC
Hawaii
Idaho
Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

148
162

142
153

171
162
162
162
162
156

160

147
152

178
163
163
163
163
157

147

168
168
168
168
163
159

159
*
157
162
162

160
*
157
163
163

165
*
157
168
168

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nevada
N. Hampshire
New Jersey
N. Carolina
N. Dakota

153
162
162
*
162
162
162
162

154
163
163
*
163
163
163
163

160
168
168
*
168
168
168
168

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
Utah
Vermont
Virginia

162
162

163
163

162
152
156
160
162
163

163
154
157
160
163
163

W. Virginia
Wisconsin

131
156

132
153

168
161
168
160
163
165
168
168
143
158

CK denotes the Content Knowledge Test. PLS denotes the Productive Language Skills
Test. WL denotes the World Language Test.
* denotes cut-score is TBA.
Content Knowledge Test and Productive Language Skills Test
According to information provided in the Test at a Glance (ETS, 2008a; 2008b),
The Content Knowledge Test is a traditional paper-and pencil test that requires two-hours
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for completion. It is comprised of 120 multiple-choice questions that are categorized into
the following four areas: (a) Interpretive Listening, (b) Structure of the Language, (c)
Interpretive Reading, and (d) Cultural Perspectives. Test-takers are notified that recorded
speech samples of native speakers will be played only once during the listening portion of
the test. Both short and long recordings for this section of the exam include
conversations and narrations followed by questions in the test booklet. The second part
of the test assesses linguistic accuracy. Test-takers must identify errors in both the
spoken and written target language. These tasks include recognizing and often making
corrections related to grammar, punctuation, spelling, capitalization, word choice, and
vocabulary. The third section of the exam entails reading and understanding the content
of selections on a variety of topics including sources such as periodicals, the Internet,
advertisements, and literature. The final portion of the test assesses the target culture
which encompasses history, geography, literature, art, and society. Suggestions for
allotted time as well as the number of questions are provided to prepare test-takers for the
format (see Table 6).
The Productive Language Skills Test, which is currently only available for initial
licensure in French and German, is a one-hour test consisting of nine questions divided
into two sections: (a) Presentational Speaking and (b) Presentational Writing. Test-takers
must respond orally to role-playing activities, picture description, giving instructions or
picture narration, stating and defending an opinion, oral paraphrase, and brief talk.
Writing tasks involve picture narration, emails or letters, and forming questions. Similar
to the Content Knowledge Test, suggestions for allotted time as well as the number of
questions are provided to prepare test-takers for the format (see Table 7).
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Table 6

Content Knowledge Test

Content Category

Approximate Number
of Questions

Approximate Percentage
of Examination

Time
(minutes)

______________________________________________________________________
Interpretive Listening
32
27%
30**
Structure of the Language

34

28%

35*

Interpretive Reading

31

26%

35*

Cultural Perspectives
23
19%
20*
_____________________________________________________________________

** Approximate Time
* Suggested Time
Table 7

Productive Language Skills Test

________________________________________________________________________
Content Category

Approximate Number
of Questions

Approximate Percentage
of Examination

Time
(minutes)

________________________________________________________________________
Presentational Speaking
6
60%
25**
Presentational Writing
3
40%
35
________________________________________________________________________

** Approximate Time
World Language Test
According to the information presented in the Test at a Glance (ETS, 2010b), The
Praxis II: World Language Test is a computer-based test that consists of four main
component areas: (a) Interpretive listening with cultural and linguistic content, (b)
Interpretive reading with cultural and linguistic content, (c) Interpersonal and
presentational writing, and (d) Presentational and interpersonal speaking. The first
section of the test, interpretive listening, includes several authentic passages in the target
language such as interviews, narratives, or dialogues. After hearing the passage for a first
time, test-takers will preview six questions. The questions during the preview phase will
be in the target language and the answers will not be provided. Test-takers will spend 60
43

seconds on this scaffolding exercise until they will hear the same passage repeated for a
second and final time. After the selection is read again, test-takers will see a question
appear on the computer screen with four multiple choice responses. Test-takers will have
20 seconds to answer the question, and a clock will be present at all times on the
computer screen for time management purposes. After the 20 seconds have passed, an
additional question and responses will appear. Some of the questions are directly related
to the passage while others assess linguistic or cultural knowledge.
The second portion of the test assesses interpretive reading. Similar to the first
section, test-takers are presented with a variety of authentic texts in the target language;
however, test-takers may monitor their time and move about the section freely. Texts
include newspapers, magazine articles, literary selections, and other materials. Some
passages include words in blue font. In these instances, test-takers may scroll over blue,
unfamiliar words and be given synonyms or additional definitions in the target language.
This scaffolding dictionary tool is only available during this reading section of the test.
All passages are followed by six questions of which two may assess linguistic or cultural
awareness.
The third component area is interpersonal and presentational writing and consists
of three writing activities. The first writing activity or task is based on interpersonal
skills such as the test-taker’s ability to respond through writing to e-mails, letters, or
memos. The second activity involves presentational writing skills by requiring the testtaker to support his or her opinion of a topic. The third and final presentational task is
based on a reading passage. Test-takers must respond in writing to a prompt related to
the passage. Minimum word limits are given for each writing exercise, and a tool bar is
provided for language-specific characters.
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The last section of the test requires the test-takers to speak on a variety of topics.
This component area is based on three speaking activities. The first two exercises
provide test-takers with two minutes to prepare and an additional two minutes to record a
response. The first task is based on the passage presented previously to test-takers in the
writing section. Test-takers will have the opportunity to read the passage for a second
time and should be more familiar with the text prior to hearing and seeing the prompt
requiring them to speak. The second speaking exercise also assesses test-takers’
presentational speaking; however it is not dependent upon a previously viewed passage as
in the first task. In this section, test-takers see a question or topic and must express and
defend their opinion. The last speaking activity assesses interpersonal or two-way
conversation. Test-takers will hear a prompt to which they will have 15-seconds to
respond. This task will require the test-taker to participate in five conversational turns.
Additional information regarding the World Language Test is provided in Table 8 and in
Table 9.
Table 8

World Language Test

Component Area

Number of Questions

1. Interpretative Mode: Listening
With linguistic component
2. Interpretative Mode: Reading
With linguistic component

Percentage of Examination

Time
(minutes)

30

27%

50

30

27%

50

Cultural Knowledge
15
(Questions are embedded in the above two sections)

14%

3. Interpersonal and Presentational
Writing

3

16%

50

4. Presentational and Interpersonal
Speaking

3

16%

15

__________________________________________________________________
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Table 9

World Language Test: Connection to Program Standards

Component Area

Program Standard

1. Interpretative Mode: Listening
With linguistic component

Standard 1.a; 1.b; 1.c

2. Interpretative Mode: Reading
With linguistic component

Standard 1.a; 1.b; 1.c

Cultural Knowledge
(Questions are embedded in the above two sections)
3. Interpersonal and Presentational Writing

Standard 2.a; 2.b; 2.c

Standard 1.a; 1.b; 1.c

4. Presentational and Interpersonal Speaking
Standard 1.a; 1.b; 1.c
________________________________________________________________________

Studies of the Praxis II Tests
Researchers have investigated the Praxis II subject-matter tests; however, most
studies have focused on the exams required for initial licensure in English (Albers, 2002;
Bowen, 2002; Zigo & Moore, 2002). Few studies have investigated other content areas
including English as a Second Language (ESL) (Hones et al., 2009) and foreign
languages (Wilkerson et al., 2004; Schomber & Sandarg, 2009). Zigo & Moore (2002)
examined the Praxis II: English Language, Literature, and Composition: Content
Knowledge and the Praxis II: English Language, Literature, and Composition: Essays
from English faculty members’ perspectives. They contended that prior to taking these
two licensure tests, the content of the tests was a mystery to most faculty members.
Furthermore, the authors asserted that relying on students’ anecdotal recollection of these
subject-matter tests was irresponsible. Zigo and Moore (2002), with additional faculty
members from their English department, took two tests required for initial licensure in
English in the state of Georgia and found inconsistencies between their experiences and
how students described the same tests. The authors further argued that the Praxis II tests
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were based on “questions leaning toward theoretical stances that are inconsistent with the
theories that undergird NCTE’s current professional standards” (p. 141). Among these
questions, faculty members underscored the problematic nature of test items that called
for literary interpretation. As a final concern, the authors noted that faculty members
failed to reach a consensus regarding what preservice English teachers should know.
They asserted,
When those of us who are involved in English education, whether in
colleges of education or colleges of liberal arts, compared our experiences
taking the test and our perceptions of what content knowledge was being
tested, we were unsettled by the range of disagreement among us
concerning the appropriateness of the content being tested and the format
of the questions themselves. (p. 143)
Similar to Zigo and Moore (2002), Bowen (2002) registered for the Praxis II: English
Language, Literature, and Composition: Content Knowledge test. Given that 15% of the
majors in English from her academic institution pursue a minor degree in secondary
education, she asserted, “I am here because I want to know more about the test my
students take” (p. 127). Like Zigo and Moore (2002), Bowen (2002) emphasized,
To be honest, we often do not think about [teacher preparation]; we
assume that the courses and requirements that make a good English major
also make a good secondary school English teacher. When our students
fail the Praxis exams—and too many do—we do not know what they
need. (p. 128)
Following the receipt of a perfect score, the author still felt “underprepared to ensure that
our teacher education candidates have the subject matter knowledge they will need to
pass the certification exams and teach in secondary schools” (p. 129).
Albers (2002) investigated the same Praxis II subject matter tests. Her qualitative
study, however, provided a voice for the unsuccessful teacher candidates. Among the 17
preservice English teacher participants, seven were unsuccessful. Additionally, all seven
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of these test-takers were African American. Based on these preservice teachers’
experiences, Albers underscored several areas for concern. First, teacher candidates were
unaware of how to study for such a broad test. Second, the candidates were academically
prepared and were considered to be high achievers, thus the failure may represent an
inconsistency between coursework and the test expectations. Third, the author identified
that the test produced both economical and emotional burdens for teacher candidates. For
example, not only did prospective teachers suffer economically as a result of the cost of
repeated attempts, but they also reported feeling embarrassed, incompetent, and unworthy
following the outcome of the high-stakes testing experience. A final issue included the
teacher candidates’ concern that test items were racially biased given the disproportionate
number of questions present which assessed their knowledge of literature written by
white authors versus African American authors. After hearing these individuals’ stories,
Albers argued, “the Praxis II nearly destroyed the qualities in them that we most value in
teachers: confidence, knowledge of content, and a desire to work with students in a
culturally responsive way” (p. 123).
Hones et al. (2009), Wilkerson et al. (2004), and Schomber and Sandarg (2009)
examined the Praxis II tests required for ESL teacher candidates and foreign language
teacher candidates. Hones et al. (2009) chronicled the journey of two teacher candidates
who repeatedly took the Praxis II ESL test. The authors argued that the test was an
inaccurate reflection of content knowledge and due to the problematic nature of the
questions and the disparity in state required passing scores, it serves as “an unfair barrier
to professional advancement” (p. 22).
Wilkerson et al. (2004) and Schomber and Sandarg (2009) examined the Praxis II:
Content Knowledge Test and the Praxis II: Productive Language Skills Test required for
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initial licensure in French, German, and Spanish. By comparing the lack of consensus
regarding testing requirements and scores of the states (see Table 4 and Table 5) in the
Southern Conference on Language Teaching (SCOLT) region (Arkansas, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia,
and West Virginia), Wilkerson et al. (2004) asserted that, “teachers seeking licensure in
the same language in the same region of the country are, in reality, held to different
expectations depending upon the policy adopted by the state in which they seek
licensure” (p. 32). The authors described in detail both foreign language subject-matter
tests and cited several challenges for test-takers. For example, specific to the Content
Knowledge Test, Wilkerson et al. identified three of the four sections as problematic:
Interpretive Listening, Structure of the Language section, and Cultural Perspectives. For
the authors, in order to respond to test questions in the Interpretive Listening section, testtakers are only allowed to hear a passage one time. The authors cited that this finding
differs significantly from classroom instruction which usually includes multiple attempts
to interpret global meaning. The Structure of the Language section requires students to
search for errors which the authors argued is “a task inconsistent with current teaching
practices, which encourage students to speak, errors and all, as they develop proficiency”
(p. 34). Wilkerson et al. defined the Cultural Perspectives component area as a game of
Trivial Pursuit. They identified that “specialized vocabulary and low-frequency idioms
limit students’ ability to make inferences or educated guesses” (p. 34). The authors also
highlighted the problematic nature of the Productive Languages Skills test given the
testing conditions which appeared to be stressful and distracting for test-takers required to
speak simultaneously in a crowded space. Furthermore, they stressed, “the proficiency
requirements of many of the tasks surpass what is reasonably expected of entry-level
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teachers, according to ACTFL recommendations” (p. 35). This finding makes it
improbable that teacher candidates can be successful on a test based solely on their
productive language skills unless faculty members know how to assist students in
achieving high levels of proficiency.
Although Bennett, McWhorter, and Kuykendall (2007) investigated the Praxis I
test, their qualitative study may provide issues that may be reflective in subject-matter
licensure tests. The authors investigated how issues related to racial bias in standardized
testing and ethnic and cultural identity affected the perspectives of 18 African American
and Latino Praxis I test-takers. The authors identified three categories of test-takers: (a)
Nervous Achievers, (b) Passionate Persisters, and (c) Frustrated Resisters as a result of
the data. Bennett et al. highlighted that the Nervous Achievers were good test-takers and
were disciplined regarding the steps they needed to take to be successful at the Praxis I.
The Passionate Persisters did not prepare for their first Praxis I attempts, but they studied
for their repeated attempts. Furthermore, this group expressed feeling anxious during the
testing experience. The Frustrated Resisters resisted the strategies that the authors
suggested to pass the Praxis I. These test-takers were angry, frustrated, and criticized
their teachers who they believed failed to provide them with the appropriate preparation.
Additionally, these test-takers were plagued by issues with time constraints and their lack
of vocabulary to complete the Praxis I tasks.
In summary, Glisan (2001) explained the impetus regarding the development of
the new Praxis II: World Language Test. Following the ratification of the Program
Standards (ACTFL, 2002), the World Language Test was created to ensure that foreign
language teacher candidates were prepared according to the program requirements and
professional standards for language teachers. According to the data in Table 4 and in
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Table 5, among the 32 states that currently use a Praxis II test for initial licensure in
French, German, or Spanish, 26 require the World Language Test. Additionally, when
comparing the required passing score, or cut-score, the majority of these states have
chosen 168 points for Spanish, 162 points for French, and 163 for German. Prior to
October 2010 when the World Language Test was introduced, although 32 states required
a Praxis II subject-matter test for initial licensure in French, German, or Spanish, there
was a great deal of variety among the testing requirements and required passing score.
For example, the majority of states adopted the Content Knowledge Test for licensure;
however some required both the Content Knowledge Test and the Productive Language
Skills Test. Mississippi was the only state that required the Productive Language Skills
Test as the only subject-matter test for initial licensure in French, German, or Spanish.
Unlike the passing scores for the World Language Test which hover around a common
point value, prior to October 2010, scores varied state-to-state by up to 40 points (French:
West Virginia, 131; Pennsylvania, 170).
Wilkerson et al. (2004) examined the Content Knowledge Test and Productive
Language Skills Test and considered how the test tasks and classroom activities differed.
They further explained that the different format between one test and another has
important implications for the language and teacher education programs responsible for
preparing future foreign language teachers. One can imagine how preparing for a
multiple choice test that includes listening, grammar, culture, and reading might vary
from the strategies used to practice for a test that emphasizes speaking and writing.
Research concerning the Praxis subject-matter tests has underscored several
crucial factors. First, it appears difficult to assist future teachers in preparing to meet the
demands of the test. Although Bowen (2002) obtained a perfect score on the English
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Praxis II, she was no more cognizant regarding how to prepare prospective English
teachers. Second, faculty members should be proactive regarding the Praxis II tests.
Zigo and Moore (2002) found that a close examination of the Praxis II English tests made
them reflect upon beginner teacher knowledge. Furthermore, they questioned the
compatibility between test items and their professional standards. Third, faculty
members should reflect upon the unintended consequences of licensure tests which may
include economical and emotional frustrations. Albers (2002) contributed to this line of
research by examining the perspectives of her prospective teacher candidates.
Role of Perspectives
Examining perspectives regarding the Praxis II tests used for foreign language
licensure as well as understanding how prospective teachers and postsecondary educators
define the content-knowledge of their respective field is valuable. According to Allen
(2002),
rewriting state frameworks and local curriculum is not enough to ensure
that standards-based foreign language teaching and learning will take
place in the classroom. When it comes to modifying classroom practices,
teachers are the most powerful agents. (p. 518)
Glisan (1996) argued, “The only way to realize reform and pay attention to the new
standards is by altering the way in which teachers think about teaching” (p. 74). As
previously established, Lortie’s (1975) framework of apprenticeship of observation
provides a context to understand teachers’ belief systems.
Several studies have examined the perspectives of language teachers and learners
regarding foreign language instruction (Bell, 2004; Brown, 2009; de Saint Léger &
Storch, 2009; Fraga-Cañadas, 2010; Gorsuch, 2009; Horowitz, 1985, 1988; Levine, 2003;
Polat, 2009; Tse, 2000). In his seminal study, Horowitz (1988) emphasized, “Americans
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appear to hold strong beliefs about how languages are learned. If beliefs about language
learning are prevalent in the culture at large, then foreign language teachers must
consider that students bring these beliefs with them into the classroom” (p. 283).
Decades later, research abounds regarding the practical implications for considering
students’ and/or teachers’ preconceived notions about language learning. Such studies
include the relationship between the belief systems of foreign language teachers and
learners (Brown, 2009; Gorsuch, 2009; Levine, 2003; Polat, 2009), a focus on student
perspectives of foreign language learning (de Saint Léger & Storch, 2009; Tse, 2000),
identifying the practices of effective foreign language teachers (Bell, 2004), and an
evaluation of aspects related to teacher preparation (Cooper, 2004; Fraga-Cañadas, 2010).
Levine (2003) and Brown (2009) underscored several inconsistencies between
teachers’ and students’ perspectives of foreign language instruction. Levine (2003)
emphasized that while students asserted that anxiety was “a worthwhile challenge in
communicating in the foreign language” (p. 351), teachers often overestimated the
presence and influence of this affective variable and consistently considered it to be
debilitating regarding the language learning process. The author further noted that
students overrepresented their instructor’s usage of the target language during classroom
instruction. Similar to Levine, Brown (2009) investigated perspectives of effective
foreign language teaching. Among the 1,600 students and 49 teachers who participated
in the survey study, inconsistencies were prevalent for at least 50% of the items. Among
the greatest discrepancies included beliefs regarding error correction, grammar
instruction, and requiring oral communication on the first day of class. The author
emphasized that students preferred grammatical instruction and error correction rather
than communicative-based activities. Brown (2009) contended, “Unfortunately, in many
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cases, the participating teachers’ perceptions of this ideal communicative classroom did
not parallel their students’ perceptions” (p. 54).
Unlike Levine (2003) and Brown (2009), Polat (2009) and Gorsuch (2009)
identified commonalities among teachers’ and students’ notions about language learning.
Polat (2009) specifically investigated grammar instruction and found that approximately
80% of the teachers and 75% of the students cited its importance in language learning.
An additional interesting finding of his study is related to teachers’ views of
communicative language teaching. Given the focus on student-centered, communicative
lessons (Bell, 2009; Brown, 2009), it is surprising that Polat (2009) discovered that 48%
of the teachers and 45% of the students rejected this instructional method. Gorsuch
(2009) examined student self-efficacy in order to compare the expectations held by
faculty members. She discovered that learners possessed a modicum self-efficacy for the
tasks that faculty members assumed that they should know and be able to do following
four semesters of foreign language instruction. Consistencies among faculty members
and students’ beliefs were present for only 39% of the items. The author underscored the
mismatches related to oral components and expectations of a language course.
De Saint Léger and Storch (2009) and Tse (2000) focused solely on students’
perspectives of their foreign language learning experiences. De Saint Léger and Storch
(2009) examined learners’ willingness to communicate as a result of their attitudes
toward classroom tasks and activities. The author argued that students reported
challenges to communicate orally due to their lack of vocabulary. Few students cited
problems related to pronunciation or grammatical knowledge. In fact, many students
affirmed that grammar represented a strength in their demonstration of oral proficiency.
Specifically related to classroom activities, students disliked speaking in front of the class
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especially when required to express or support an opinion. Tse (2009) argued that
student perceptions are directly influenced by their opinions of their foreign language
classes, specifically, the adopted language pedagogy. In order to investigate students’
perspectives, she relied on qualitative autobiographies. According to the findings, the
student participants were extremely critical of classroom experiences and activities
especially when not presented with a variety of opportunities to use the language in class.
They reported favoring authentic, communicative language teaching methods instead of
the textbook-dependent vocabulary and lessons.

Furthermore, an alarming finding

indicated that 62% of the student participants claimed to be unsuccessful language
learners. The author emphasized that they attributed this lack of success to the inability
to retain the language, the incapacity to read or write in the target language, and the
failure to develop competent speaking and listening skills.
The studies by Cooper (2004) and Fraga-Cañadas (2010) have important
implications for foreign language teacher preparation programs. Cooper (2004)
investigated the satisfaction of K-12 foreign language teachers regarding their teacher
preparation programs. The findings indicated that Spanish teacher participants were less
pleased with their pedagogical training than French and German educators. The teacher
participants argued that courses in pedagogy were too theoretical and failed to include
practical connections to language teaching. Teacher participants were also critical of
literature and linguistics courses that did not seem applicable for teaching secondary
students. Fraga-Cañadas (2010) argued that the emphasis to remain in the target
language during instruction has revealed gaps in preparation programs that fail to offer
opportunities for language teachers to maintain or improve their proficiency. Based on
her findings, 44% of the novice Spanish teacher participants expressed that their
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proficiency had not improved following their coursework. Additionally, a majority of
teachers felt unprepared in areas of culture and half underscored their limitations in both
listening and speaking.
Summary
Licensure exams represent a critical, yet unrepresented and understudied
component of foreign language teacher preparation. Given reports of high failures on
subject-matter tests, especially in Spanish, investigation of the Praxis II tests used to
gauge foreign language competency is necessary. Furthermore, recent data by the MDE
indicates a disturbing trend: over the past three years, the passing rate is declining.
Researchers underscored that learners’ belief systems are influenced by previous
experiences in the classroom as apprentice observers. The decision by postsecondary
faculty members to adhere to standards- and proficiency-based paradigms in preparing
students for communicative tasks may influence how teacher candidates conceptualize
the field and ultimately interpret the Praxis II tests.
Research further elucidated that familiarity with standards alone is not sufficient
in motivating reform. Therefore, beliefs about how faculty members define the language
teacher’s knowledge base, including content knowledge and pedagogical content
knowledge, must be investigated and clearly delineated. Unfortunately, although it
appears that foreign language educators have reached a consensus in recognizing
proficiency as a key component of content knowledge, few tertiary programs assess
students using the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines. Furthermore, post secondary
programs do not seem to develop curricula using the SFLL which may lead them to this
communicative goal.
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The Praxis II: World Language Test is directly aligned with ACTFL/NCATE
Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) which clarify the expectations of teacher candidates
and the programs responsible for preparing them to meet the needs of today’s diverse
student body. These teacher standards rely heavily on a candidate’s demonstration of
high levels of proficiency, and they highlight the reciprocal relationship between content
knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge in becoming a successful language
educator. Although the disparity in scores and testing requirements has been ameliorated
by the adoption of this new version of the Praxis II, teacher candidates will undoubtedly
face a diverse set of challenges on this new version of the Praxis II. Specifically for those
seeking licensure in Mississippi, the required passing scores have increased.
Furthermore, the previous tests required of Mississippi foreign language teacher
candidates which required them to speak and write is now much more demanding since it
includes several other communicative components such as interpretive listening,
interpretive reading, and linguistic and cultural knowledge.
Existing research related to the Praxis II subject-matter tests is scant. To this
researcher’s knowledge, only one study has investigated the tests used to assess foreign
language competency. Qualitative research in this area has often failed to provide teacher
candidates’ perspectives, and no study related to licensure exams has included both
teacher candidates’ and faculty members’ perspectives. The novelty of the Praxis II:
World Language Test and the discouraging trend regarding previous versions provide an
opportunity to improve foreign language teacher preparation. Examining perspectives
using a framework of a language teacher’s knowledge base as well as the influences of
previous learning experiences using Lortie’s (1975) apprenticeship of observation may
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assist language faculty members in understanding how to better prepare teacher
candidates for the classroom and the Praxis II tests required of them for licensure.
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CHAPTER III
METHOD
In this chapter, the design and methods of this multiple-case study are presented
and include the purpose as well as information about context, participants, and the
researcher. This section presents a description of the data collection and analysis, as well
as issues related to validity and reliability. The chapter is organized in the following
component areas: (a) Qualitative Case Study; (b) Context of the Study; (c) Researcher’s
Lens; (d) Data Collection; (e) Data Analysis; and (f) Validity and Reliability.
Qualitative Case Study
Given that the purpose of this study was to investigate the perspectives of teacher
candidates and faculty members regarding the foreign language Praxis II tests adopted by
the state of Mississippi (Productive Language Skills Test and World Language Test),
qualitative research methods were deemed appropriate. It was also the goal of this study
to examine how teacher candidates’ and faculty members’ belief systems about language
teaching influenced their perspectives of their Praxis II experience and to bring
inconsistencies “to the level of conscious awareness” (Bailey et al., 1996, p. 11). If
belief systems are largely responsible for motivating change in pedagogical practices,
shedding light on inconsistencies between the Praxis experience and preconceived
notions regarding the knowledge base may alter language instruction.
Although Merriam (2009) asserted that qualitative research is elusive, she argued
that “qualitative researchers are interested in understanding how people interpret their
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experiences, how they construct their worlds and what meaning they attribute to their
experiences” (p. 5). Berg (2009) also underscored the role of an individual’s experience
and how it is interpreted. He argued, “Quality refers to the what, how, when, and where
of a thing—its essence and ambience. Qualitative research, thus, refers to the meanings,
concepts, definitions, characteristics, metaphors, symbols, and descriptions of things” (p.
3). Like Merriam (2009) and Berg (2009), Denzin and Lincoln (2000) emphasized the
phenomenon of interest and its meaning to the individual:
Qualitative research involves the studied use and collection of a variety of
empirical materials—case study; personal experience; introspection; life
story; interview; artifacts; cultural texts and productions; observational,
historical, interactional, and visual texts—that describe routine and
problematic moments and meanings in individuals’ lives. (p. 3)
Given the plethora of methodologies and characteristics, Merriam (2009) identified four
key characteristics as fundamental to qualitative inquiry:
• Focus on meaning and understanding—The purpose of qualitative research is to
delve into an individual’s personal experience to “achieve an understanding of
how people make sense of their lives, delineate the process (rather than the
outcome or product) of meaning-making, and describe how people interpret what
they experience” (p. 14).
• Researcher as the primary instrument—“The researcher is the primary
instrument for data collection and analysis” (p. 15). The human instrument is
advantageous in that understanding perspectives and experiences is made possible
through verbal and nonverbal communication with the participant. It may
produce shortcomings based on human subjectivities.
• An inductive process—Unlike the natural sciences which are based on universal
certainty, “social life operates within fairly regular patterns, and when carefully
examined, these patterns make considerable sense” (Berg, 2009, p. 21). Merriam
(2009) elaborated that qualitative research is inductive and builds theory based on
patterns in which the researcher “gathers data to build concepts, hypotheses, or
theories” (p. 15).
• Rich description—Unlike quantitative research which is dependent on numbers,
qualitative research relies on words and pictures. Descriptions of the setting, the
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participants, as well as interviews, observations, and relevant artifacts support the
findings of qualitative research.
The present study encompasses all of these components of qualitative research.
Velez-Rendón (2002) underscored the accepted role of qualitative inquiry in
examining foreign language education. Velez-Rendón (2002) stated,
qualitative-oriented methods such as ethnographies, case studies,
narratives, life stories, diary studies, and action research studies have been
found particularly well suited to exploring teachers’ ways of knowing and
contexts in which they work. (p. 457)
This study is a multiple-case study; therefore, an understanding of case study is
essential as it is related to qualitative research. Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) identified a
case study as the study of a phenomenon through the selection of particular cases.
Merriam (2009) underscored the requirement of “a bounded system” (p. 40). In order to
identify the case under investigation, Stake (2006) explained that it must be visualized:
“A case is a noun, a thing, an entity; it is seldom a verb, a participle, a functioning.” (p.
1). Gall, Borg, and Gall (1998) asserted that a case study begins with the phenomenon of
interest and is followed by a selection of cases that shed light on that phenomenon. The
authors also indicated that,
One goal of case studies—in some studies, the only goal—is to develop an
understanding of a complex phenomenon as experienced by its
participants. In other words, the researcher must figure out how to view
the phenomenon as the participants view it. The participants’ viewpoint is
called the emic perspective. (p. 549)
The present study was characterized as a multiple-case study based on the
aforementioned characteristics. Berg (2009) emphasized that the decision to include one
or multiple cases is dependent upon the research questions and the relationship of one
case to another. The unit of analysis, the teacher candidates and faculty members of one
department of foreign languages at one university in Mississippi, represented a “bounded
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system” (Merriam, 2009, p. 40). In order to understand the perspectives of the Praxis II
tests, several cases were selected (see Figure 3).

Figure 3

Case Study Method

(Yin, 2002)
Context of the Study
This specific investigation took place at a southeastern state university in the
southeastern part of the United States. This southeastern state university is a land-grant
institution and a member of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.
The Department of Foreign Languages at this southeastern state university offered
several courses in Chinese, French, German, Italian, Japanese, Russian, and Spanish
among which are those that emphasized language or literature with less focus on culture
or linguistics. According to university data from the 2009-2010 academic year, 41
students were pursuing undergraduate degrees in foreign languages. In order to obtain an
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undergraduate degree in French, German, or Spanish, students were required to take 4243 hours, depending on the language. The departmental website indicated that education
students were to take a minimum of 27 hours in the target language.
The Department of Foreign Languages consisted of 4 tenured faculty members, 4
tenure-track faculty, and 18 instructors/lecturers. Tenured and tenure-track faculty
members were responsible for courses in literature as well as language while
instructors/lecturers were primarily accountable for beginner and intermediate language
instruction. Information also indicated that faculty members encouraged student
participation in activities such as language clubs, study abroad, and informal
conversational tables.
The information provided by the Department of Curriculum, Instruction, and
Special Education (CISE) indicated that teacher candidates in foreign language education
(FLED) at this southeastern state university were required to take 12 content-area hours
prior to acceptance to the teacher education program and an additional 20 hours during
their junior and senior years. Their CISE departmental requirement of 32 content-area
hours conflicted with the information obtained from the website of the Department of
Foreign Languages which stated that 27 language hours were needed for teacher
candidates. Additionally, the number of content hours (32) required by CISE is fewer
than that required of undergraduate language majors (42-43). Prior to the teaching
internship, teacher candidates were required to take the Praxis II subject-matter test and
Praxis II: Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT). Currently, the subject matter test
for foreign language teacher candidates is the Praxis II: World Language Test; however
prior to October 2010, teacher candidates registered for the Praxis II: Productive
Language Skills Test.
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Participants
Prior to selecting cases, it is important to consider the theoretical framework that
undergirds the study. Yin (2003) argued that,
No issue is more important than defining the unit of analysis. ‘What is my
case?’ is the question most frequently posed by those doing case studies.
Without a tentative answer, you will not know how to limit the boundaries
of your study. Because case studies permit you to collect data from many
perspectives—and for time periods of undetermined duration—you must
clearly define the unit of analysis at the outset of your study. The unit of
analysis has another critical significance in doing case studies. The
findings of the case study will pertain to specific theoretical propositions
about the defined unit of analysis. (p. 114)
Based on the theoretical frameworks of a language teacher’s knowledge base, largely
influenced by previous experiences (Lortie’s apprenticeship of observation), two units of
analysis were chosen: faculty members and teacher candidates from one foreign language
department at this southeastern state university.
Faculty Members
Given that the Praxis II subject-matter tests are offered in French, German, and
Spanish, faculty member participants from these three language sections in the
Department of Foreign Languages were of interest to the study. All faculty member
participants in the French, German, and Spanish language sections were purposefully
selected based on their knowledge of the subject-matter competence of undergraduate
majors in that specific language. Several criteria were used. First, these faculty members
were responsible for advising undergraduate majors. Second, they were currently
teaching students with French, German, or Spanish as their undergraduate major. Third,
these faculty members were responsible for both beginner and intermediate language
instruction, and some had responsibilities beyond these levels. Therefore, they were
aware of the expectations and competencies of undergraduate students in this department
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of foreign languages. Based on these criteria, nine faculty members were contacted in
January 2011 via email which explained the purpose of the study in detail (Appendix A).
Four faculty members (Table 10) opted to participate in the study. Each met with the
researcher on an individual basis to sign the consent form (Appendix B) and obtain
information regarding registration for the Praxis II: World Language Test in French,
German, or Spanish. Faculty member participants were assigned pseudonyms. Given the
small size of the Department of Foreign Languages, in order to protect these participants’
identities, they will not be identified by professional rank (professor, instructor, lecturer)
or language, and they will not be presented individually or described to the reader.
Table 10
Foreign Language Faculty Member Participants
________________________________________________________________________
Faculty Member Focus Group 1

Test Date

Individual Interview 1

Focus Group 2

________________________________________________________________________
Dr. Cape
Feb. 11, 2011
Feb. 15, 2011
Feb. 18, 2011
Feb. 23, 2011
Dr. Lewis
Feb. 11, 2011
Feb. 15, 2011
Feb. 19, 2011
Feb. 23, 2011
Dr. Logan
Feb. 11, 2011
Feb. 15, 2011
Feb. 17, 2011
Feb. 23, 2011
Dr. Nichols
Feb. 11, 2011
Feb. 15, 2011
Feb. 17, 2011
Feb. 23, 2011
___________________________________________________________________________________

Teacher Candidates
As previously mentioned, due to the nature of the research questions and based
upon the conceptual framework, this study included foreign language teacher candidates
as participants. The researcher employed snowball sampling in order to include teacher
candidates in this study. According to Berg (2009),
The basic strategy of snowballing involves first identifying several people
with relevant characteristics and interviewing them or having them answer
a questionnaire. These subjects are then asked for the names (referrals) of
other people who possess the same attributes they do—in effect, a chain of
subjects driven by the referral of one respondent of another. (p. 51)
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As suggested by Berg (2009), the researcher identified several important criteria to
qualify the teacher candidate participants for the study. First, teacher candidates needed
to be a Spanish/German/French-as-a-foreign language student when he/she took the
Praxis II subject matter test. Although two native- and heritage-speakers experienced the
Praxis II, their perspectives will not be included in this study. Second, teacher candidates
needed to be seeking licensure in the state of Mississippi. This eliminated one individual
from the study who ultimately became licensed in the state of Indiana and was required to
take a different version of the Praxis II than Mississippi teacher candidates. Third, all
teacher candidates were to be considered undergraduate students when they took the
Praxis II: Productive Language Skills Test or World Language Test. This last criterion
resulted in one fewer teacher candidate participant. In total, 6 teacher candidates were
selected based on predetermined criteria (Table 11).
Table 11
Foreign Language Teacher Candidate Participants
________________________________________________________________________
Name
Praxis II Test
Total Attempts Most Recent Test Date Passed/Not Passed
__________________________________________________________________________(Score)______
Initial Interview: February 2010
Alison
PLS
2
June 9, 2007
Passed (177)
Jackie
PLS
2
June 23, 2003
Passed (168)
Initial Interview: September 2010
Courtney
PLS
2
March 13, 2010
Passed (167)
Initial Interview: February 2011
Colleen
WL
1
October, 19, 2010
Not Passed (144)
Kelsey
PLS/WL
2
October 16, 2010
Not Passed (123)
Rachel
WL
1
February, 15, 2010
Not Passed (137)
______________________________________________________________________________________

PLS = Productive Language Skills Test; WL = World Language Test
In Mississippi, the required score for the PLS = 155 (Spanish); WL = 160 (Spanish)
It was not the intention of the researcher to only include teacher candidates
seeking initial licensure in Spanish. Based on data provided by the MDE and research
(Wilkerson et al., 2004) which highlighted high failures on Spanish licensure tests, this
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decision may not have been a disadvantage. Given the novelty of the Praxis II: World
Language Test (it had only been adopted since October 2010), it was essential to include
teacher candidates who had taken either the previous version (Productive Language Skills
Test) or this newer form of the subject-matter test to compare test-takers’ perspectives.
Given that few students from this southeastern state university pursue degrees in
FLED, the participants selected had taken the Praxis II test over a long period of time.
Although Saldaña (2003) asserted that there is no consensus that defines a longitudinal
qualitative study, he underscored that “time is data” (p. 7). The initial interview for
participants varied. Thus, although all were interviewed at least twice, extended periods
with some participants allowed the researcher to “capture through long-term immersion
the depth and breadth of the participants’ life experiences, and to capture participant
change (if any) through long-term comparative observations of their perceptions and
actions” (Saldaña, 2003, p. 16). Detailed descriptions of the teacher candidates are
included in the following section.
Alison had always been interested in Spanish. She described herself as
“organized,” “very well prepared” and “intense.” According to her, “Spanish was my
thing.” This seemed to be the case because according to her academic transcripts, Alison
never made a grade below an A in Spanish or in any other course. On the day of our first
interview, Alison arrived on time. She had her academic transcripts neatly labeled and
highlighted. She had even taken the time to find her Praxis II score report for the second
attempt on The Productive Language Skills Test, the test that she was required to take.
Alison attended this southeastern state university as an undergraduate and graduate
student. Although she was unsuccessful on her first attempt as an undergraduate student,
she ultimately decided to study abroad and pursue a Masters degree in Spanish before
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taking the same Praxis II test again. She was successful on her second attempt. During
the course of this study, Alison was a Spanish teacher.
Jackie described herself as “organized,” “hard-working,” and “creative.” When
she arrived for her first interview session, Jackie was enthusiastic and eager to begin.
She carried a binder in which she easily located her academic transcripts and her Praxis
score reports. Jackie was required to take The Productive Language Skills Test to obtain
her initial license in Spanish, but she was unsuccessful on her first attempt at the test.
Jackie’s transcripts indicated that she never made a grade below an A in any of her
Spanish courses. Although Jackie was unsuccessful on her first Praxis II attempt as an
undergraduate student at this southeastern state university, like Alison, she pursued a
Masters degree in Spanish at the same university before any additional attempt. She was
successful on her second attempt following additional coursework. During the course of
this study, Jackie was a Spanish teacher.
Courtney was interested in journalism and decided to minor in Spanish. It was
not until her postsecondary teachers at a southeastern coastal university encouraged her to
consider a degree in Spanish and education that she gave it much thought. “I guess that is
what you do with Spanish. You teach.” Courtney indicated that Spanish “was the only
thing that I liked and I was good at it.” She often reiterated that “Spanish was natural”
for her. This appeared to be the case because according to her academic transcripts,
Courtney received As in all of her Spanish courses. Although she successfully passed
The Productive Language Skills Test on her first attempt, Courtney is no longer
considering teaching at the secondary level. Although she is currently enrolled in a
graduate program at this southeastern state university, Courtney was the only teacher
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candidate to complete a foreign language teacher education program at a university other
than this southeastern state university.
Colleen was a senior ready to begin her student teaching semester when she was
required to take the Praxis II: World Language Test. She arrived early for her interview
in order to take advantage of the extra time to plan lessons. Although Colleen indicated
that she had never studied abroad, she believed that she knew Spanish. According to her
transcripts, she had received As and Bs in her Spanish courses. She often listened to
Spanish music or watched Spanish soap operas to improve her skills.
Kelsey transferred to this southeastern state university in order to improve her
Spanish proficiency. Since she was unsuccessful following two attempts thus far, Kelsey
believed that transferring to a different university might help her reach her linguistic and
career goals. Kelsey is the only teacher candidate to have experienced both the
Productive Language Skills Test and the World Language Test. According to her
academic transcripts and compared to the other teacher candidate participants, Kelsey has
taken the most Spanish courses. She has received Bs in her Spanish coursework since
being a student at this southeastern state university.
Rachel was in the middle of her student teaching semester when she experienced
the World Language Test. Of all of the teacher candidates, Rachel was the only one
interviewed immediately following the Praxis-taking experience. When she arrived for
her first interview, she appeared anxious. Her academic transcripts indicate that Rachel
was a good Spanish student. Among her Spanish coursework, she obtained grades of As
and Bs.
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Researcher’s Lens
Stake (2005) emphasized that, “qualitative researchers are guests in the private
spaces of the world” (p. 459) of their participants. Given the often obtrusive nature of
qualitative inquiry, the researcher must conduct research cognizant of his or her own
subjectivities and how these may influence the collection of the data. Patton (2002) was
aware of the researcher’s responsibility and highlighted the “inquirer’s self-aware role in
the inquiry” (p. 65). In order to provide these teacher candidate and faculty member
participants with a voice regarding the Praxis II tests, their stories were heard, interpreted,
and analyzed through me (Appendix C). As Denzin and Lincoln (2000) illustrated, “the
researcher may be seen as a bricoleur, as a maker of quilts, or as in filmmaking, a person
who assembles images into montages” (p. 4). Consequently, it was my responsibility to
clarify my role and potential subjectivities that may have influenced how I analyzed and
constructed the findings. Patton (2002) confirmed that the researcher’s “presentation of
self” (p. 552) is a vital component of qualitative research.
During the course of this study, I was a Spanish Instructor at this southeastern
state university. Being a colleague of the participating faculty members had both
advantages and disadvantages. First, I had already established a rapport with the faculty
members. When discussing their experiences about the Praxis II: World Language Test
as well as their beliefs about language teaching, participants felt comfortable because
they knew me. On the contrary, however, my affiliation with the same department may
have adversely affected their willingness to share information that may be interpreted as
criticism of the foreign language program. During the course of this study, I was also the
intern supervisor for Colleen and Rachel, two of the teacher candidate participants.
Although I was not their teacher of record, our conversations following teaching
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observations and lesson plan development may have altered or influenced their views of
language instruction.
I have taught Spanish for six years among which four have been spent at the
tertiary level. I became interested in the Praxis subject-matter tests used for initial
licensure when I was a teacher candidate years ago in Tennessee. I was required to take
both the Content Knowledge Test and the Productive Language Skills Test prior to
graduation; however, I was a graduate student in education and had already obtained a
Masters in Spanish prior to the experience. Although I believe that my university had
high expectations, including requiring study abroad and a pre-acceptance interview in the
target language, for their teacher candidates I was unaware of the format of these tests
and was provided with little guidance. My fellow teacher interns had fewer content hours
than I had, and although they all obtained passing scores, they left the testing center
feeling uneasy about their language competency.
My assumptions about the Praxis II tests were primarily based on my own
experience. I am aware that my personal experience with these subject-matter tests may
influence the present study. Since my experience is undoubtedly unlike other test-takers
since each individual approaches a test with divergent strengths and weaknesses, I
reported biases and ethical dilemmas as they presented themselves. By maintaining a
research journal through the investigative process, I relied on humanistic factors such as
empathy. Patton (2002) highlighted the importance of empathy in qualitative research.
He asserted, “empathy involves being able to take and understand the stance, position,
feelings, experiences, and worldview of others” (p. 52). Since five of the six teacher
candidate participants were unsuccessful on their first attempt at the Praxis II test, I
recognized my subjectivities and listened to their stories without judgment.
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Given the changes in the Praxis II tests required of foreign language teacher
candidates, I considered it essential to register for the World Language Test and
experience it firsthand. Although I received a passing score, I did not obtain the same
high results as on previous versions. Given that I experienced more difficulty and more
anxiety than on the previous licensure tests, this opportunity allowed me to become a
better researcher and to appreciate a unique perspective regarding these subject-matter
tests.
Data Collection
The methods used to collect data for this study consisted of interviews and
documents. Observations were not considered to be practical given that the purpose of
the present study was not to compare belief systems and actual teaching practices.
Interviews consisted of semistandardized interviews, email correspondence, and focus
groups. Documents comprised of academic transcripts, Praxis II Test at a Glance, Praxis
II score reports, and ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines.
Interviews
Rubin and Rubin (2005) identified interviewing as “conversations in which a
researcher gently guides a conversational partner in an extended discourse” (p. 4).
Merriam (2009) recognized that “it is necessary to interview when we are interested in
past events that are impossible to replicate” (p. 88). Patton (2002) argued, “We interview
people to find out from them those things we cannot directly observe. . . .The purpose of
interviewing is to allow us to enter into the other person’s perspective” (p. 340-341).
Given that the primary focus of this research was to investigate perspectives of the Praxis
II test, I relied heavily on interviews.
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Protocol for Faculty Members
Interviews with the four foreign language faculty members were conducted from
February to May 2011. Following receipt of a signed consent form, faculty member
participants registered for and took the Praxis II: World Language Test in the target
language that they teach in February 2011. Faculty members were asked to take the
Praxis II: World Language Test because of suggestions made by previous researchers to
examine the questions that teacher candidates will encounter (Bowen, 2002; Sudzina,
2001; Wilkerson et al., 2004; Zigo & Moore, 2002). Among the four faculty member
participants, Dr. Lewis and Dr. Logan had previous knowledge of the foreign language
Praxis II exams. Dr. Lewis was the only faculty member in the department to have taken
the tests when he was seeking initial licensure years ago. Only Dr. Logan was aware that
the Praxis Series now included a new version, The World Language Test.
Interviews consisted of two focus group interviews with all faculty member
participants and one individual interview with each faculty member participant. Focus
group interviews were included because the participants shared the same experience and
according to Patton (2002),
Unlike a series of one-on-one interviews, in a focus group participants get
to hear each other’s responses and to make additional comments beyond
their own original responses as they hear what other people have to say.
However, participants need not agree with each other or reach any kind of
consensus. Nor is it necessary for people to disagree. The object is to get
high-quality data in a social context where people can consider their own
views in the context of the views of others. (p. 386)
Thus, the focus group allowed participants to brainstorm and consider colleagues’
perspectives in relation to their own personal experiences. The first focus group
interview was conducted prior to the Praxis II experience to delve into expectations of the
test based on the Test at a Glance (What is important for a beginning teacher of French,
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German, or Spanish to know? What stands out to you in the Test at a Glance material?
Expectations of the testing experience. Impressions regarding the test expectations.
Possible student reactions to the test. What might you tell a student based on what you
know now about this test? What might you tell a faculty member based on what you
know now about this test?). This initial focus group interview was one hour and 40
minutes in duration.
Following testing, each faculty member was individually interviewed. A
semistandardized interview format was chosen by the researcher because it includes
predetermined questions but allows for the freedom to digress (Berg, 2009). Individual
interviews were approximately 50 minutes in duration. Questions and discussion topics
were similar to those used with teacher candidates to assist in searching for trends.
Additionally, the research examined how faculty members’ perceptions prior to
the test and following the experience may have evolved. A second focus group was
conducted after I identified common trends among all of the teacher candidates’ and
faculty members’ comments. This second focus group was approximately one hour and
15 minutes. The purpose of the second focus group was to discuss suggestions and/or
implications of the Praxis II test regarding the foreign language department and teacher
preparation. Both focus group interviews and individual interviews with faculty
members were digitally recorded and were transcribed by the researcher.
Protocol for Teacher Candidates
Similar to the protocol for faculty members, I used a semistandardized interview
protocol with the six teacher candidate participants. I met with each participant on at
least two occasions. Questions during initial interviews allowed for lengthy explanations
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regarding the testing experience, and answers could vary from one participant to another
(When you think about the test, what stands out to you? What would you tell a friend
about this test? How would you describe the speaking section of the test? If you were on
a committee to redesign this test, what would you change or leave the same?). Follow-up
probes were dependent upon the participant’s answer to the pre-determined questions so I
could delve into issues in more detail and ask for more examples from the participant.
The initial interview with teacher candidates was approximately 50 minutes in length.
Follow-up interviews were often shorter in duration; however they were included
to elicit information about their previous classroom language experiences (Tell me about
the tests that you took in your foreign language classes.; Tell me about your foreign
language learning experience; You mentioned that you guessed during the cultural
portions of the test, can you tell me more about that?; How did you learn a foreign
language best?). All interviews with teacher candidate participants were also digitally
recorded and were transcribed by the researcher.
Throughout the course of the study, I also encouraged email correspondence with
all participants so that they might discuss concerns about the subject-matter test or
language instruction with me following our interviews. For example, following the
receipt of the Praxis II score report, I contacted faculty members via email to follow-up
on their preconceived notions regarding the test. I also asked teacher candidates if they
had any additional insights. Many participants used this opportunity to expand upon
previous interview topics. For example, one teacher candidate provided much more
information in an email about how she learned a language best than during the previous
interview session. Some participants recalled additional details related to the Praxis II
test experience following their interviews.
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Documents
Qualitative researchers (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993; Lincoln & Guba, 1985)
underscored the difference between the terms document and artifact/records. Denzin and
Lincoln (1998) argued that documents, including letters and memos, are closer to speech
while records “attest to formal transaction” (p. 111). Merriam (2009), however, defined
documents broadly as “the umbrella term to refer to a wide range of written, visual,
digital, and physical material relevant to the study at hand” (p. 139). In the present study,
the broad definition proposed by Merriam (2009) has been implemented. Documents
used in this research, guided by the research questions, consisted of public documents
such as the Test at a Glance, private records like academic transcripts and Praxis score
reports, and researcher-generated documents such as the abbreviated version of the
ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines.
The Test at a Glance material was collected from the ETS website for several
practical reasons. I initially intended to interview faculty member participants and all
teacher candidate participants who were not required to take the World Language Test. I
wanted to learn about their preconceived notions regarding this new version of the
subject-matter test. The Test at a Glance was used to prepare me regarding the format
and to develop potential questions or topics that might be helpful during the interview.
Unfortunately, however, the hypothetical nature of the questions was problematic since
neither I nor the interviewees had experienced the test firsthand. As a result, I changed
my design, and I distributed a copy of the Test at a Glance to each faculty member (Dr.
Cape, Dr. Lewis, Dr. Logan, and Dr. Nichols) and teacher candidate participant who had
not experienced the World Language Test (Alison, Jackie, and Courtney). Two weeks
later, faculty members participated in their first focus group. For teacher candidates, the
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purpose of this interview was to compare their experiences with the previous version of
the test to determine the challenges that may be presented on the World Language Test.
Faculty members benefited from this document by learning about the format of the test in
addition to responding to questions about challenges and expectations.
Two items were collected from all teacher candidate participants: their Praxis II
score report and their academic transcript. The purpose of collecting these documents
was to include an additional source of data related to the testing experience and foreign
language classroom experience. It also provided a way to verify that participants were
accurately reporting their Praxis II results and Spanish language success during
interviews. Furthermore, the score report allowed me to compare on a case-by-case basis
success in component areas. I did not ask faculty members to divulge the information
found on their Praxis II Score Report. The purpose of their participation was to
experience the test firsthand and to share their perspectives and beliefs related to
language teaching/learning. Therefore, it was my opinion that requesting this
information was not vital to the study. Still, all faculty members freely discussed their
score reports with the researcher.
I developed a modified ACTFL Proficiency scale (Appendix D) to incorporate
into faculty member focus group discussions. Given the expectations for teacher
candidates to demonstrate proficiency at the Advanced-Low level, it was important to
examine how faculty members perceived this expectation.
Data Analysis
Data analysis was inductive and occurred simultaneously with data collection.
Qualitative researchers recognize the importance of early data analysis, which according
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to Merriam (2009) is “the process of making sense out of the data” (p. 175). Miles and
Huberman (1994) recognized that this procedure allows researchers to collect new data
and generate alternate hypotheses. Merriam (2009) underscored that “without ongoing
analysis, the data can be unfocused, repetitious, and overwhelming in the sheer volume of
material that needs to be processed. Data that have been analyzed while being collected
are both parsimonious and illuminating” (p. 171).
The data were analyzed by use of the constant comparison method (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967). Strauss and Corbin (1990) asserted that this method relies on two analytic
procedures that are basic to the coding process: making comparisons and asking
questions. According to Miles and Huberman (1994), “codes are tags or labels for
assigning units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential information compiled during
the study” (p. 56). Thus through coding, “the task is to compare one unit of information
with the next in looking for recurring regularities in the data” (Merriam, 2009, p. 177).
Following recommendations for case studies by Yin (2002) and Patton (2002), an
analysis of the data was completed in three phases using the conceptual framework as a
guide. This analysis is presented in Figure 4.
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Figure 4

Data Analysis for Dissertation Study

Phase one involved a within-case analysis and open-coding. Each case was
analyzed individually, to develop a start list of codes. I completed a case report for each
individual case. Initial codes included challenging, expectations, grammar, culture,
control, and confidence among others. Phase two involved a cross-case analysis within
the same group (teacher candidate pool or faculty member pool). The data from one
teacher candidate were therefore compared to others to form a teacher candidate case
report. Similarly, the data from each faculty member were compared to another faculty
member to develop a faculty member case report. Initial codes were reduced and linked
to categories. As Merriam (2009) asserted, “the fewer the categories, the greater the level
of abstraction, and the greater ease with which you can communicate your findings to
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others” (p. 187). Phase three involved comparing the teacher candidate group and the
faculty member group using the case reports in Phase two.
Teacher Candidate Categories
As previously mentioned, the interview data were analyzed in three distinct
phases. The first phase resulted in an individual case report of each teacher candidate.
During this phase, the researcher did not exclude any codes as possibilities. For example,
maternal influence and prayer were included at this point of analysis for one case but
eliminated as maximally influential factors when compared to other teacher candidate
data in phase two. During this second phase, initial code lists were reduced. The
collapsing of codes was based on comparison, as well as the use of the theoretical
frameworks and relevant literature. For example, test preparation and role of the
individual formed a larger category entitled test preparation. At this point, three
categories of teacher candidate participants emerged: Confident Completer, Surprised
Prevailers, and Frustrated Disregarders (as seen in Figure 5) 1. Their perspectives of the
Praxis II tests were influenced by a variety of factors which will be discussed in greater
detail in the following chapter and are depicted in Figure 6. Following the development
of each of the three aforementioned teacher candidate categories, faculty member
interview data were used to further examine teacher candidates’ perspectives.

1

The names of the categories for teacher candidates were inspired by Bennett et al. (2007). They have
been modified based on the data presented in this study.
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Figure 5

Teacher Candidate Groups Following Data Analysis

Figure 6

Teacher Candidate Groups and Influential Factors
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Validity and Reliability
Merriam (2009) identified several ways in which a researcher can establish
internal validity including triangulation. Interview protocols used for teacher candidates
and for foreign language faculty member participants were similarly structured in order to
make constant comparisons among perceptions. Furthermore, collecting data from both
teachers and teacher candidates about the same experience served as method to
triangulate and provide data symmetry. Collecting relevant documents such as the Praxis
II score report and academic transcripts also provided an additional data source for
triangulation purposes. Internal validity was further established through member
checking procedures. According to Merriam (2009), member checking “is to take your
preliminary analysis back to some of the participants and ask whether your interpretation
rings true” (p. 217). I allowed each participant access to his or her transcribed interview.
None of the teacher candidate participants chose to alter any comments. Faculty member
participants did not meet with the researcher, although offered the opportunity, to clarify
any previously made comments.
Merriam (2009) also underscored the importance of reliability in qualitative
research. Given that human behavior is dynamic, qualitative researchers are not
concerned with isolating human behavior to yield the same interpretations (Merriam,
2009). As Merriam explained, “The question then is not whether findings will be found
again but whether the results are consistent with the data collected” (p. 221). Thus, how
dependable and how credible are the data, and do the results make sense. In addition to
the above strategies to ensure reliability, I employed an audit trail. Merriam (2009)
described the audit trail as “a log as in what a ship might keep in detailing its journey” (p.
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223). Through this log, I described how data was collected and how teacher candidate
categories were formed. I also included reflections regarding the research inquiry.
External validity is concerned with generalizability or the extent to which the
results can be applied to other situations. Merriam (2009) asserted that “probably the
most common understanding of generalizability in qualitative research is to think in terms
of the reader or user of the study” (p. 226). In order to assist the reader or user, external
validity was established by providing a detailed description of the context including the
participants and research site.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
This chapter is divided into three main sections using the three research questions
as a guide. Although I was aware a priori that teacher candidates could be separated into
two main groups: (a) successful test-takers, and (b) unsuccessful test-takers, several
trends emerged through data analysis that revealed three distinct groups. As previously
mentioned, these divergent perspectives concerning the Praxis II experience, specifically
for the six teacher candidate participants, revealed three distinct categories of teacher
candidate test-taker: Confident Completer, Surprised Prevailers, and Frustrated
Disregarders. These three categories of teacher candidate participants expressed
different, often opposing, views of the Praxis II tests based on previous classroom
experiences, beliefs about language teaching and learning, and other influential factors
that will be addressed in this section. It should be noted that the Confident Completer
was successful on her initial Praxis II attempt. The Surprised Prevailers were successful
on their second Praxis II attempts. The Frustrated Disregarders have yet to be
successful on the Praxis II test.
Interview and document data are presented to provide support for the
aforementioned categories. Following teacher candidate data, faculty member data will
be introduced provide an additional, unique perspective.
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Research Question 1: What are the perspectives of foreign language teacher
candidates and faculty members regarding the Praxis II tests used for
subject-matter competency?
Perspectives of the Praxis II tests differed for the Confident Completer, Surprised
Prevailers, and Frustrated Disregarders and were influenced by two main factors: (a)
test preparation strategies; and (b) test-taking techniques to overcome linguistic
deficiencies.
Test Preparation Strategies
Confident Completer
The Confident Completer, Courtney, was very informed about the Praxis II. Not
only did she identify others who had taken the test, but she also emphasized doing
“everything, most everything that I thought I could within reason of what I could to take
that test” (Interview 1, September 22, 2010). Courtney, the only teacher candidate who
was enrolled at a university other than this southeastern state university when she
experienced the Praxis II, reiterated that “The [teachers at the southeastern coastal
university] were always really big on how hard the Praxis II was, the Spanish section in
particular” (Interview 1, September 22, 2010). Since her teachers had stressed the
importance of the Praxis II test, Courtney knew what to expect and was not surprised
regarding the format or its expectations.
There was a Praxis book that one of my teachers had loaned out. I looked
at it mainly to see the format of how stuff would work. And I looked at it
to see what acceptable answers were, what gets you a four, a three.
(Courtney, Interview 1, September 22, 2010).
To be a successful Praxis-taker, Courtney began what she referred to as
“practical” preparation. “You know, the Praxis [II] is authentic. It’s not about book
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knowledge. It’s about practical application” (Interview 1, September 22, 2010).
Courtney specifically emphasized preparation for speaking:
What prepared me most was when I first started doing Spanish at [the
southeastern coastal university], they had a foreign language lab, and they
had tutors there a lot. I knew two in particular and they were really good
with me. They would talk to me. I didn’t need help with grammar, but
they would help me talk maybe twice a week. They taught me how to say
things, better ways to say things. And, it was a confidence booster
because they told me that I was good. (Interview 1, September 22, 2010)
The practice using the language outside of the classroom increased Courtney’s
confidence which became a powerful source of self-efficacy during the testing
experience. She explained, “With speaking, you have to have confidence” (Interview 1,
September 22, 2010).
Additionally, Courtney highlighted the importance of the student teaching
experience that improved her confidence and facilitated language acquisition. She
explained,
When I was student teaching, because that is when I took the test, well
when I wasn’t teaching and my mentor teacher was, they were using this
new book that I hadn’t seen. So when my mentor teacher was teaching, I
would look at the book, at a lot of the words that I didn’t know. I mean, I
can’t know every word, even if I didn’t look at that book. So I felt like I
was preparing even then. I made a list of useful and common words that I
didn’t know, and I looked them up. And, my mentor teacher spoke
Spanish to me all of the time. I learned a lot from her. (Interview 1,
September 22, 2010)
Courtney’s comments indicate how motivated she was to learn Spanish by
seeking opportunities to use the language with her mentor teacher and tutors. Her
exposure to language learning outside of the traditional classroom context provided
Courtney with the confidence needed to complete the tasks on the Praxis II test.
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Surprised Prevailers
The Surprised Prevailers, Alison and Jackie, offered examples of their Praxis II
preparation that can be classified into two distinct categories: (a) Prior to Failure; and (b)
Prior to Success. Before their first Praxis II attempts, they emphasized that it was a
situation of “not knowing what to expect” (Jackie, Interview 1, February 11, 2010), “not
knowing how to prepare” (Alison, Interview 1, February 10, 2010), and “feeling
unprepared” (Alison, Interview 1, February 10, 2010).
Both emphasized the role of the individual in becoming proficient. Alison
contended, “Teachers have a definite role to help prepare for the Praxis [II] and all of
that, but in the end it’s the individual’s responsibility to reach the goal they set for
themselves” (Interview 1, February 10, 2010).
Although they recognized that their teachers were not aware of what the Praxis II
entailed, both Alison and Jackie were proactive in their preparation. Following
suggestions “to look it up online” (Alison, Interview 1, February 10, 2010), the Surprised
Prevailers began initial preparation in the same way: by studying grammar and
vocabulary. Alison stated, “I just tried to review myself on vocabulary and things like
that” (Alison, Interview 1, February 10, 2010). Echoing the same sentiments, Jackie
affirmed, “I think I just brushed up on some verb tenses and vocabulary and things like
that” (Jackie, Interview 1, February 11, 2010).
Focusing primarily on grammar-based and vocabulary-related preparation did not
benefit Alison or Jackie, however. Both expressed surprise with the format of the Praxis
II. Their initial failing scores were devastating to Alison and Jackie who were both
successful in their classes. According to their academic transcripts, neither had received
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a grade lower than an A in any Spanish course, and Alison had never made a B in her
academic history.
After the receipt of their initial insufficient Praxis II scores, these Surprised
Prevailers altered their test preparation. Instead of relying on similar strategies which
emphasized grammar and vocabulary in isolation, Alison and Jackie focused on practical
language application, which appeared to match the strategies of the Confident Completer.
Jackie asserted, “I practiced with a native speaker with different scenarios to be able to
express something quickly because [time] was a major issue” (Interview 1, February 11,
2010). Alison remembered another strategy:
One thing that I did the second time that helped me a lot was that I looked
at either children’s books or coloring books that had really simple pictures
and I tried to describe to myself basically what was going on in the
pictures in Spanish. (Interview 1, February 10, 2010)
In addition to practice with speaking scenarios and description, the Surprised
Prevailers also recognized the influence of study abroad, additional coursework, and
teaching experience which led to a higher level of self-efficacy. For Alison, the study
abroad and the additional coursework were especially influential regarding her language
acquisition and ultimate Praxis II success.
I think what really helped me turn a corner in college was the study abroad
experience just because it made me feel more comfortable. Um, and my,
actually, my listening skills improved the most from my study abroad
experience. And my speaking abilities did as well. And then, the other
thing were my, uh, upper level courses, the more specialized courses in
Spanish. One for example that helped me a lot was Spanish phonetics. It
focused really on how you pronounced the words and that, I think, helped
me with my accent and even renewed my passion for it because it made
me more confident about how I sounded when I spoke Spanish. (Alison,
Interview 1, February 10, 2010)
Like Alison, Jackie attributed her success to similar decisions. “I definitely learned a lot
more in my upper level classes. My speaking skills improved, my writing skills
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improved. My reading skills, um [improved], drastically from before” (Jackie, Interview
2, February 17, 2010). She also underscored the influence of the study abroad
experience. “And, I went to Mexico. It was not required. I just did it on my own”
(Jackie, Interview 1, February 11, 2010).
Unlike Alison, Jackie recognized the role of practical teaching experience in
preparing her for the Praxis II. Since Jackie moved to a state that did not require the
Praxis II, she was able to teach without having passed the Praxis II initially. She
explained,
I just felt more prepared [the second time] because there was a lapse in
time. I took it, um, there might have been, I didn’t have to, I didn’t get my
Mississippi license immediately because I moved to another state. So, I
didn’t have to have it when I first took it. When I moved back to
Mississippi, it had been a year between when I took it the first time and
the second time. So, I had a full year of teaching experience. So in that
regard, I felt more prepared. (Jackie, Interview 1, February 11, 2010)
This experience prepared Jackie for the Praxis II tasks because “as you teach Spanish,
you’re gonna learn. I mean, I think you’re going to either learn new things or you learn
how to do things better” (Interview 2, February 17, 2010).
Frustrated Disregarders
Similar to the Surprised Prevailers, the Frustrated Disregarders, Colleen, Kelsey,
and Rachel, were surprised by the format of the Praxis II since “my teachers didn’t know
about the Praxis [II]” (Colleen, Interview 1, February 20, 2011); “[My foreign language
teachers] didn’t know that I had to take this test. They didn’t know about it” (Rachel,
Interview 1, February 21, 2011). Kelsey stated, “[My professors] don’t understand
anything about the Praxis [II]” (Interview 1, February 22, 2011). Additionally, like the
Surprised Prevailers, they relied on grammar-based and vocabulary-related preparation
89

for their first experience with the Praxis [II]. According to Colleen, “I had a book that I
got in that writing class. It was Manual de Gramatica [Grammar Manual], and I pretty
much studied all the verb tenses” (Interview 1, February 20, 2011). In a similar fashion
Kelsey reiterated,
I found a tutor, and we went through the subjunctive and everything. We
did the book, chapter 12 through 16. We did six weeks of review material.
It was a lot of grammar. I treated it just like a class. (Interview 1,
February 22, 2011)
Colleen also recalled the role of grammar in her test preparation. “I just studied my
tenses. Since I’ve been [student] teaching, the vocabulary has been fresh. I didn’t watch
anything or listen to anything.” (Interview 1, February 21, 2011).
The Praxis II focus on practical language use which incorporated grammar and
vocabulary through speaking, writing, listening, and reading tasks frustrated Colleen and
Rachel who recalled being surprised with the test format. Colleen indicated,
I just thought it was going to be grammar. I thought this because I took a
test in [one of my classes] and it was all about grammar. It gave you a
score and that was how good your language was. Then I saw on the
website that it was about listening and other stuff and nothing about
grammar. Obviously grammar, but not testing straight your grammar
knowledge, so I freaked out. (Interview 1, February 20, 2011)
Rachel reiterated, “I thought I would be tested on what I know. This test just frustrated
me” (Interview 1, February 22, 2011).
Kelsey, on the other hand, became aware of the World Language Test, or what
she referred to as either “the five-part test” or “the new test” early. This discovery was
due to her previous failure on the Productive Language Skills Test, which Kelsey
identified as “the two-part test.” Although she was not surprised with the structure of the
test, Kelsey still focused on grammar and vocabulary since her teachers were unaware of
the Praxis II and did not tell her how to prepare differently. She explained,
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Momma gave [my adviser] a whole packet of information to make sure
that I passed the new test. [My adviser] didn’t even know that the twopart test had been changed. We brought that information to her. [After I
took the test] When we got the scores the second week of November, my
momma and I, we scheduled an appointment with my adviser at the time
to talk to her about it, and she didn’t know what to say. We were upset
that she didn’t know what to say, what we should do. (Interview 1,
February 22, 2011)
Faculty Members
Although none of the faculty members discussed preparing for the Praxis II test,
they immediately recognized that it would be “challenging for our students” (Dr. Cape,
Interview 1, February 18, 2011; Dr. Nichols, Interview 1, February 17, 2011; Dr. Lewis,
Focus Group (FG) 1, February 11, 2011, Interview 1, February 19, 2011) and might be
“above the Advanced-level” (Dr. Logan, Interview 1, February 17, 2011). They
recognized the inherent difficulty of the test, but similar to the successful test-takers, the
Confident Completer and the Surprised Prevailers, faculty members emphasized the role
of the individual in the Praxis II preparation. For faculty members, it was not the
responsibility of the foreign language department to prepare students to pass the Praxis II.
Instead, they argued that teacher candidates needed to seek exposure and determine how
to acquire the skills that lead to passing the test. Dr. Nichols contended,
The point is not just to prepare for this test. We can do our best, but it is
up to the students to prepare. You do it yourself. You try to talk to native
speakers. You study with a book. You just do it. (FG 2, February 23,
2011)
Dr. Logan agreed,
We have to give them what they need, but I cannot make them do it. They
have to want to do it. They have to be passionate about it. It depends on
personal responsibility. Our program is not to prepare students to pass the
Praxis [II]. (FG 2, February 23, 2011)
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Test-taking Techniques to Overcome Linguistic Deficiencies
Confident Completer
When describing the tasks on the Praxis II, Courtney demonstrated high levels of
communicative competence. The practical language application through speaking with
tutors and her mentor teacher provided Courtney with the necessary exposure to increase
her communicative competence and confidence prior to taking the Praxis II. Given that
she learned “how to say things, better ways to say things,” indicates that this preparation
allowed Courtney to increase her linguistic and sociolinguistic competence.
Courtney described the following situation:
It’s just how speaking is more challenging than writing. The writing you
have time to formulate what you want to do. You can go slowly and
correct it. Speaking, you cannot do that. I went through the whole thing
and called an umbrella sobreaguas at the end I realized that it was a
paraguas. (Interview 1, September 22, 2010)
I wasn’t too sure about that word [sobreaguas]. So, I remembered saying
things like when I used it, cuando llueve [when it rains]. You know, I
described it so I could be understood. I still do that if I can’t remember a
word in Spanish. (Email follow up, November 18, 2010)
Although in this first example Courtney was incorrect regarding her Spanish translation
of umbrella initially, she was able to overcome the problem and communicate effectively.
The ability to continue speaking while fixing possible communicative breakdowns
through circumlocution provides some evidence of Courtney’s high level of strategic
competence. An additional and similar example provides evidence of Courtney’s high
level of communicative competence. She asserted, “I didn’t have to specifically say
certain words because I might not have even known them. It was open, and I could
describe things, too, if I didn’t remember” (Interview 1, September 22, 2010). As she
described the speaking tasks, Courtney understood that she could employ numerous
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communicative strategies when necessary to overcome linguistic deficiencies. Courtney
did not indicate that she was forced to utilize specific words or phrases to complete the
given Praxis II tasks.
Courtney also appeared to demonstrate a high level of discourse competence as
she described her performance with the speaking and writing tasks. Whereas Wilkerson
et al. (2004) argued that test-takers reported difficulty with time constraints, Courtney
never felt plagued by such issues in order to complete speaking and writing tasks. In fact,
the cognizance of nearby test-takers provided Courtney with a sort of self-regulating tool.
She stated,
I was really conscious of what other people were doing. I’m pretty sure
that you can lose points if you stop talking for a bit, so sometimes I just
kept talking. And that was the result of hearing other people and thinking
that I wasn’t doing enough or whatever. (Interview 1, September 22,
2010)
According to her score report, Courtney obtained a 167/200 (42/72 in speaking and 40/48
in writing) on the Praxis II test. Based on these results, it can be assumed that Courtney
was able to reply to speaking and writing prompts accurately and appropriately in a
consistent manner, thus providing evidence of high discourse competence.
Surprised Prevailers
The Surprised Prevailers exhibited testing techniques that matched those of both
the Confident Completer and the Frustrated Disregarders. Since their testing strategies
were initially similar to those of the Frustrated Disregarders, these will be presented
first. Alison and Jackie were surprised and unprepared when they arrived to take the
Praxis II test. By preparing solely through grammar-based and vocabulary review, these
two teacher candidates were overcome and frustrated by the test format and testing
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administration. In several instances, Alison and Jackie commented that the Praxis II was
“inaccurate” and “did not test what they knew” based on these specific challenges that
impeded their production of Spanish during tasks. Jackie highlighted,
It was intimidating because they’re [the proctor] staring at you, and you’re
supposed to be sitting there and the tape recorder, I think it malfunctioned
twice. It made me nervous, and I had to start over, and the fact that the
test and the recorder, the recording, you could not stop it at all. So if you
got messed up and you were flustered then, it was a timed thing. I wasn’t
prepared for the time. I just couldn’t get it out fast enough. (Interview 1,
February 11, 2010)
Alison also expressed a similar frustration regarding temporal constraints. “It was just
nerve-wrecking. I’ve never been timed while speaking before” (Email Follow-Up,
March 14, 2010).
The difficulty to overcome time constraints as well as other testing-related
challenges adversely affected the anxiety level of both Jackie and Alison. Alison
indicated that her anxiety made it impossible to speak in Spanish.
When I first, when I first took the test, when I first sat down and I went
through the first section of the test, I was completely, I just felt completely
unprepared to the point that in some portions of it, I hardly said anything
because I was so nervous. I was just surprised with the format of the
entire test. (Alison, Interview 1, February 10, 2010)
Combined with the inappropriate preparation, these Surprised Prevailers
possessed only a modicum level of communicative competence at best. Alison described
the Praxis II test:
I was expected to, for six of the nine questions, you had to perform
different tasks. What I mean by that is you had to basically speak into a
tape recorder, um, in different situations that the booklet gave you. It was
like a sequence of pictures and you had to say what was happening or
something to that effect. But, you had to be specific. If you did not know
the exact word, you couldn’t do it. (Interview 1, February 10, 2010)
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Alison’s debilitating testing anxiety made it difficult for her to employ communicative
strategies to counterpoint her linguistic deficiencies and complete the speaking tasks.
Similarly, Jackie was unable to ignore equipment malfunctions and time constraints to
produce Spanish through speaking and writing.
Following additional exposure via study abroad, teaching experience, and
coursework in the target language, these Surprised Prevailers opted for a second try at
the Praxis II test. This attempt, however, was described differently by both Jackie and
Alison. Although Jackie was again afflicted by tape recorder malfunctions, this time her
testing anxiety did not consume her. She explained, “The second time I took it, I did
pass, but again, they had malfunctions with the cassette recorder which I thought was a
really big problem” (Interview 1, February 11, 2010).
Similarly, Alison reacted differently to the Praxis II tasks when compared to her
first experience. She remembered,
I just wasn’t as silent. Sure, I didn’t know all the words, but this time I
was able to work around it and do other things. I guess, describe or
whatever. I know now that they call that circumlocution. And, I used my
time more efficiently. I knew what to expect so I knew that I would be
timed, and I knew I needed to think of things to say and jot those down
quickly before speaking. (Email Follow-up, March 14, 2010)
The descriptions of the Praxis II tasks, especially Alison’s comments, allude to an
increased level of communicative competence. The ability of both Surprised Prevailers
to surpass testing anxiety, time constraints, and other hurdles allowed them to pass the
Praxis II. In fact, Alison increased her Praxis II score by approximately 20 points when
comparing her first and second attempts. She obtained a 177/200 (speaking: 57/72;
writing: 38/48). Jackie also performed much better by obtaining approximately 15 points
higher on her second Praxis II attempt (168/200).
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Following success, Alison and Jackie saw the Praxis II in a different light. Alison
particularly emphasized the role of preparing differently.
The test isn’t a bad test. The Productive Language Test, I think it does, it
can show an adequate assessment of what Spanish you know. But, I
guess, I just needed more preparation. So, I think the second time, it did
show an accurate assessment of what my language skills were at that time,
but it was because I was prepared for what was coming. Um, so I don’t
really know what new information to add to that. I needed to be prepared,
and I needed to be less nervous about it. So it might have been more of
what I needed to do rather than what, you know, changing the test or
whatever because it wasn’t a bad assessment, I don’t think. (Interview 2,
February 17, 2010)
Jackie underscored,
I don’t think that the Praxis [II], the things that it tests, are necessarily bad.
Maybe the manner that it tests could be improved. I mean, we definitely
need to test on our speaking proficiency, listening proficiency, reading and
writing. Those are crucial to me if you are going to do a foreign language.
(Interview 2, February 17, 2010)
Frustrated Disregarders
Similar to the Surprised Prevailers, the Frustrated Disregarders felt
overwhelmed and overly challenged by the Praxis II test, including tasks and aspects of
testing administration, which directly and adversely affected their strategies to overcome
linguistic gaps. Although the Frustrated Disregarders did not use cassette recorders as
did the Surprised Prevailers, they emphasized that the incorporation of computer-based
technology may have negatively affected their performance. In fact, Colleen and Rachel
specifically underscored the lack of flexibility imposed by the Praxis II. Rachel
remarked,
What frustrated me on this test was the lack of control. You couldn’t
press stop. You couldn’t press the next button. You couldn’t press pause.
It just did everything itself. I felt like that is one thing with technology,
being able to press stop or pause. This was just different. And with paper,
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you have to turn the page. Even if the test paper says, ‘Ok. Stop,’ it
depends on you to do it. So, that made it more stressful for me. (Interview
1, February 21, 2011)
Although Colleen recognized being accustomed to computer-based tests, she highlighted
the questions in the listening section, which produced unnecessary time constraints and
an inflexible testing situation. She explained,
I didn’t like the time limit very much. I kind of wish that for the questions
that I knew easily [in the listening section], I wish that there would have
been a set time for the entire section or passage. This way, I could take
my time on the ones that I didn’t know right away. That would give me
more time to focus on the questions that are harder. Some of them were, I
remember being confident in some of them, but others I had no idea.
(Interview 1, February 20, 2011)
This desire to regulate one’s own time was reiterated by Rachel who commented, “I wish
they would have let me manage my own time” (Interview 1, February 21, 2011).
Kelsey indicated that “[The Praxis II] is a two and a half hour test, but I had four
hours” (Interview 1, February 22, 2011). Although she was allotted additional time since
she was recognized by the university as having a disability, Kelsey also emphasized time
limitations, specifically in the writing section. She claimed,
I think three essays is too many. I think the average student gets 40minutes. I got 60. I could only spend 20 minutes on each. I’d cut it down
to two. That is when your grammar really stinks. You don’t have time to
re-read what you have written. (Interview 1, February 22, 2011)
The concept of time was a consistent source of tension for two of the three
Frustrated Disregarders. In addition to the lack of flexibility imposed upon them as a
result of temporal limitations, Colleen and Rachel also expressed concern that they were
unable to produce sufficient speech samples as required during the Praxis II. They feared
that the failure to do so adversely affected their scores. Rachel stated, “I had enough time
to take notes, but sometimes I just don’t have enough to say to fill up two minutes on a
subject. I wish I could have pressed stop record” (Interview 1, February 21, 2011).
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Colleen noted this same challenge. “They gave me like a minute or two to get my
thoughts together. Then I just didn’t say very much. I don’t know. I’m trying to
remember. I maybe said three or four sentences” (Interview 1, February 20, 2011).
In addition to time constraints, the practical nature of the tasks often paralyzed the
Frustrated Disregarders. One such challenge was the lack of exposure to authentic
passages and the speed of native discourse during the listening portion of the test. As
Rachel explained,
Yes, it was native speakers, but they were speaking way faster than I’ve
ever heard in a listening exam. I am not accustomed to that. It was way
faster than anything I’ve ever experienced. (Interview 1, February 21,
2011)
Colleen affirmed this same predicament and stated,
Well, I feel like when I hear Spanish, like when I am talking to people, I
can understand, but the audio it was just so fast. It was real native
interviews, supposedly, it was real interviews or actual things, and I had so
much trouble with it. (Interview 1, February 20, 2011)
Kelsey reiterated, “I had never listened to anything like that before” (Interview 1,
February 22, 2011).
The strategies incorporated by these Frustrated Disregarders to overcome the
speed of listening passages as well as the lack of exposure to authentic tasks provide a
glimpse into their low level of communicative competence. At times, similar to the
initial reactions of the Surprised Prevailers, these test-takers failed to employ
communicative strategies at all. Rachel described the listening portion of the test:
You got to listen to it and it showed us the questions and it played again.
That was nice. I was glad that it played again, but after that, it showed
you a question for twenty seconds and then the question went away. Then
it showed you another question which I hated because some questions I
finished in five seconds but others I didn’t even have time to read the
whole question. If it is a multiple choice and the (a), (b), (c), and (d) are
all lengthy and I’m having to translate in my head quickly and then go
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back and think of the listening [passage] and choose the right one, it takes
more than a couple of seconds. (Interview 1, February 21, 2011)
Rachel’s comment is revealing because it highlights how overwhelmed she felt during
this portion of the test. Not only did she face temporal constraints, but the reference to
translation and her disregard of the first listening passage may also provide support for
low linguistic competence, particularly insufficient lexical knowledge in authentic
contexts. Her reaction to the listening tasks is especially telling:
You know, I feel like if they had just played it a second time without
seeing the questions, I wouldn’t have understood much more. I would
even take out the first listening without the questions. I’m sure there was
a reason that they do that, but I didn’t even listen that time. It was just too
much. I was overwhelmed because I had just ran out of my 20-seconds on
the previous questions, and then we went right into another passage, and
they started speaking again. I just used that time to regroup from one
activity to the next. (Interview 1, February 21, 2011)
Her score report also provides evidence of her low level of communicative competence
(137/200: listening 14/25; reading 13/24; cultural knowledge 7/11; writing 7/18; speaking
4/18).
Colleen also expressed similar test-taking strategies that may allude to low levels
of communicative competence. When describing the listening portion, she stated,
I knew it was going to be the hardest for me, and it was right off the bat.
And so, I just started freaking out when I wasn’t understanding. And, I
wasn’t getting every word so that just stressed me out. You know,
knowing that I couldn’t go back and once I missed one sentence I started
freaking out about the one sentence that I missed. Then I missed several
more because I was so worried. I don’t know. I just didn’t like the
listening part. (Interview 1, February 20, 2011)
Similar to Rachel, Colleen failed to employ listening strategies. She was unaware
that listening for interpretative or analytical purposes was not dependent on
understanding every word. Her following comments provide additional insight:
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Hearing the passage twice helped a little. I didn’t get much at all the first
time. Once I was able to see the questions and hear I a second time, I was
able to understand better, but I think if I would have had a third time [to
listen], I’m sure they don’t give you a third time for a reason, but I‘m sure
I would have understood more. (Interview 1, February 20, 2011)
It appears that Colleen may have understood more than Rachel. An analysis of the score
reports confirms this finding as well since interpretive listening was Colleen’s strongest
component area (144/200: listening 18/25; reading 15/24; cultural knowledge 7/11;
writing 7/18; speaking 2/18).
Given that the Frustrated Disregarders likely possessed a low level of
communicative competence, it is not surprising that they cited a difficulty with
vocabulary. Although all three teacher candidates reported preparing for the Praxis II by
studying grammar, their lack of linguistic competence may have impeded success on the
few grammatical questions on the test. Colleen asserted,
Well, I was thinking that hopefully these language questions would be
easier. I’ll be able to get those, you know. Some of them I did, but there
was one question where I compared two words, and I didn’t even know
either of the words so I couldn’t even answer the question. I had never
heard or seen those words before. (Interview 1, February 20, 2011)
In addition to preventing success on the grammar-related questions, they remembered
another situation where vocabulary increased the difficulty of the task. Rachel explained
the integrated writing-speaking task:
The third task was awful for me. Whatever that word that the article was
about, you know, the main word. I didn’t know it. So for me, the whole
point was lost. It was a really hard article for me to read, and I had a hard
time responding. I feel like I wrote 120 words, but it didn’t make any
sense. (Interview 1, February 21, 2011)
Colleen recalled the same task:
The main word, I don’t know what it was. It was used throughout the
whole thing. I don’t know what it was about because that one word was
used throughout the whole thing. I could pick up bits and pieces, but I
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missed a lot about the article. Then what I said was pretty much awful. I
mean, I know that they gave me that article so I would be more familiar
with it, but I didn’t understand it from the get-go, so I still didn’t
understand it every time that I saw it. It gave me a minute or two to get
my thoughts together. Then I just didn’t say very much. I don’t know. I
maybe said three or four sentences about it. (Interview 1, February 20,
2011)
Although Kelsey was not surprised with the format of the Praxis II test as were
both Colleen and Rachel, she was disappointed regarding the low frequency of
grammatical items. Her consistent references to grammar-based preparation and
grammar courses made her reach the conclusion that “I think I just did good on the
grammar [questions]” (Interview 1, February 22, 2011).
When describing the challenges presented by the tasks on the Praxis II tests, her
comments introduce some inconsistencies. Although Kelsey considered herself as having
a strong grammar-base, she found it difficult when applying this knowledge in practical
language situations. She remarked, “I think it was just rote memorization. It was just
memorizing rules on study guides or tests” (Interview 1, February 22, 2011). Her
inability to complete test component areas accurately suggest that she exhibited a low
level of communicative competence. Ironically, although Kelsey repeatedly
characterized the World Language Test as “easy,” (Kelsey, Interview 1, February 22,
2011), she obtained the lowest scores in every component area when compared to all
other teacher candidates (123/200: listening 10/25; reading 11/24; cultural knowledge
6/11; writing 4/18; speaking 2/18).
Following the receipt of her scores, Kelsey found it difficult to understand why
she failed. For example, when discussing the test, she asserted, “I thought I understood
most of it [the listening passages]” (Kelsey, Interview 1, February 22, 2011). She also
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asserted, “I thought it [the interpersonal speaking task] was easy” (Kelsey, Interview 1,
February 22, 2011). Her characterization of the Praxis II: World Language Test as
“easy” is perplexing given her poor performance. Among all of the teacher candidates,
Kelsey was the only participant to have taken both the Productive Language Skills Test
and the World Language Test. Although she scored 16 points higher on the Productive
Language Skills Test (a total of 139 out of 200 possible points), she indicated, “I thought
the five part test [the World Language Test] was easier, but if you look at my scores, I
failed it. I failed all five parts” (Interview 1, February 22, 2011). One possible
explanation for this finding is the explanation provided by Kruger and Dunning (1999)
who stated, “the skills that engender competence in a particular domain are often the
same skills necessary to evaluate competence in that domain—one’s own or anyone
else’s (p. 1121).
Similar to Kelsey, Colleen and Rachel expressed feeling surprised with their
Praxis II scores in some component areas. Colleen recalled, “I kind of liked the writing
section the best. I felt like I was in a lot more control over it. I could do what I’ve been
doing for the past few years. I’ve written a lot in the past” (Interview 1, February 20,
2011). Although she felt most confident completing these tasks, she indicated,
I felt most confident about that [the writing], but when I got my scores
back, I don’t think I did very good. I don’t know what the problem was
though. I finished that part and felt really confident. (Interview 1,
February 20, 2011)
Colleen was correct. According to her Praxis II score report, among the five component
areas, she received her lowest scores in speaking and writing.
Although she was not as confident as Colleen, Rachel also mentioned feeling
most comfortable with the writing tasks. She remarked,
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I was not surprised by my scores. I expected them all to be low and they
were. Even though I felt better about my writing, I was still not too
confident. It was just the lesser of the evils so to speak. I guess I thought
writing was my strongest skill. I mean, those were the things I was most
used to being tested on in class. (Interview 2, May 5, 2011)
Similar to Colleen, Rachel also received her lowest scores in both speaking and writing.
Therefore, although she felt most familiar and at ease with these tasks, she was unable to
perform with consistent accuracy to obtain high scores.
A final area of difficulty for the Frustrated Disregarders was related to the
inclusion of cultural questions on the Praxis II. Although none of these teacher candidate
participants implied that culture was an unimportant component of foreign language
competence, two of the three Frustrated Disregarders expressed concern with the
incorporation of these questions on such an important test. Their uneasiness was based
upon the fact that they were not culturally proficient and were unaware of the answers in
many cases. Rachel declared,
I feel like I might have learned some of those [cultural things] at some
point in time. I guess they kind of rang a bell, but it wasn’t like, ‘oh I
really know about this person.’ I could have gotten it right based on
recall, but I could not tell you about any of those people. I just guessed on
those questions, really. It was like a 50/50. (Interview 1, February 21,
2011)
Kelsey also expressed difficulty answering these questions. She remarked, “The pictures
were tough” (Interview 1, February 22, 2011).
Faculty Members
Faculty members expressed deep concern after taking the Praxis II test and
appeared to be more critical of the Praxis II than did teacher candidates. According to
Dr. Logan, “It was eye-opening to take the test. I couldn’t avoid being shocked. Now I
know why some of the students fail” (Interview 1, February 17, 2011). Faculty members
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appreciated the diversity of the passages, yet they also underscored several elements of
the Praxis II that may affect the communicative strategies employed by teacher
candidates resulting in lower performance scores. Dr. Cape recognized,
They [the test passages] were original. They were interesting. They
involved culture, life, experience, but also poetry, research, literary
analysis. But, I found some serious issues with the test. These questions
did not test their language ability, their language skill. The level of
linguistic competence did not determine whether you could answer one
question or another. And that was what was surprising. (Interview 1,
February 18, 2011)
Among all of the testing challenges that the faculty members discussed, they were
adamant that the questions were “misleading” (Dr. Lewis, FG 2, February 23, 2011; Dr.
Logan, FG 2, February 23, 2011) and “too interpretative” (Dr. Nichols, Interview 1,
February 17, 2011; Dr. Cape, Interview 1, February 18, 2011). Dr. Lewis particularly
emphasized the problematic nature of the questions when he compared the versions of the
Praxis II.
They were asking you to analyze and to, they were actually testing your
analytical skills. So that is my biggest concern or my biggest problem. I
remember when I took the first test [the Content Knowledge Test and
Productive Language Skills Test], I felt that at least the questions were
appropriate. They were at the right level. This time, I felt that they were
truly judging your IQ at times. (Interview 1, February 19, 2011)
Dr. Nichols also discussed the ambiguous nature of the questions and responses.
The questions, again, were sometimes not clear. I mean the questions
were clear. What was not clear were the options. Often there were two
options that were clearly incorrect. Then you have two and you think well
maybe they could both be correct. It depends on, well maybe, sometimes
it was not clear how they wanted you to answer. (Interview 1, February
17, 2011)
Like Dr. Nichols, Dr. Cape also reiterated the same challenge with the options and
feeling required to register answers based on what the test-makers were wanting. He
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questioned, “What do they want? What are they trying to look for or get at? I had to
guess. It had nothing to do with the language” (Interview 1, February 18, 2011).
In addition to their main concerns regarding the nature of the questions, faculty
members reported difficulties caused by the administration of the Praxis II. Similar to the
Surprised Prevailers and the Frustrated Disregarders, faculty member participants
reached a consensus regarding time constraints. Specifically, they discussed how the
allotted time was insufficient during the listening portion of the Praxis II test. Dr. Logan
explained,
I didn’t have time to read through all of the options really. When I read
through the first three, I knew they were not correct. And then, when I
started to read the fourth option, I knew that was it. I started to mark it,
and time ran out. I couldn’t mark it. (Interview 1, February 17, 2011)
Dr. Nichols also shared a similar experience.
For me, reading the options took some time. To think a little and even to
re-read the options. There was not enough time. One or two times this
happened. I was thinking and then, oh, I ran out of time. Perhaps they do
not want you to think. You know, you have to know the answer right
away. Maybe it is supposed to be automatic. (Interview 1, February 17,
2011)
Dr. Lewis also felt burdened by the imposed temporal constraints of the test. He alluded
to similar reasons for such conditions as did Dr. Nichols.
I was surprised with how little time you have to answer the questions. I
remember that I had just answered the first question, and I answered it
properly. Then, I remember that it immediately disappeared and the next
question appeared, and so that surprised me. It is almost as if they think
that the answer should be so automatic that you don’t even have to think,
that no reflection should be involved. It’s like they are gauging the
automaticity of the language. So, that really surprised me. (Interview 1,
February 19, 2011)
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Although faculty members agreed regarding the insufficient time provided during the
listening portion of the test, Dr. Cape indicated that he felt “rushed” throughout the entire
test.
It was very hard. It was very, very hard. It was hard to get those answers
in. Not all of them, but some of them. You know, I looked and there was
one second, and then I thought, ‘Oh, my God. And, I’m the specialist?’
So, how do you figure? It was very hard. It was very tight for time. I felt
that I was being rushed, rushed, rushed all the time. (Interview 1,
February 18, 2011)
It is noteworthy that all faculty member participants predicted that the speed of
passages in the listening section would be difficult for non-native speaker test-takers. In
support of this opinion, Dr. Logan affirmed, “It was extremely fast. I think a native
speaker can catch it, but a student, I’m not sure. I think it was too fast. I don’t know if a
non-native would be able to do it after two times” (Interview 1, February 17, 2011). Dr.
Nichols suggested, “I think that they would need to hear it more than twice” (FG 2,
February 23, 2011). Dr. Nichols explained why the listening component area may be the
most difficult for teacher candidates, despite of the time constraints.
The listening is difficult in the sense that you do not have control. When
you speak, you have control over whatever you can do. What you cannot
do, you do not say. It is the same with writing. And, the good thing about
the reading is that you have the text right there. You can go back and refer
to it. (Interview 1, February 17, 2011)
In addition to the timing aspect and challenges presented in the listening section,
faculty members expressed problems similar to those reiterated by Surprised Prevailers
and Frustrated Disregarders regarding testing administration. These concerns were
related to nearby test-takers and the failure of equipment, in this case noise-cancelling
headphones. Dr. Logan asserted,
To me the idea of the headphones, I don’t know if I like it or not. You
know, to keep them on all the time was good because it blocked the
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outside noise a little bit. It isolated me a little bit, but I could still hear.
That was one of the things that really bothered me. I was completing the
reading section because I started late and everyone else was already doing
the conversation part, and I could hear everything. That was very
distracting when I was doing my reading and my writing. That was very,
very distracting. I think the computers are too close together to have a
conversation because a nearby test-taker can hear you. (Interview 1,
February 17, 2011)
Dr. Cape shared this sentiment.
Well the timing is such that everyone will speak at more or less the same
time. And I had someone behind me who was working on a different
language. He was doing what he was supposed to be doing. He…I
couldn’t concentrate because his voice was very loud, and even though I
was wearing the headphones, his voice was very loud. I couldn’t
concentrate on my responses. (Interview 1, February 18, 2011)
In addition to testing administration, all faculty members recognized that the
vocabulary would be difficult for teacher candidates. In fact, they often suggested that
language learners would be unaccustomed to such technical vocabulary due to their
unfamiliarity with realia such as newspapers, television, or magazines in the target
language. Dr. Lewis argued, “The vocabulary is very complex. In particular, the lexical
items are extremely complex if they aren’t used to listening to native speakers or
watching television or listening to the radio from that country” (Interview 1, February 19,
2011). Dr. Nichols reiterated,
Well the vocabulary was native-speaker vocabulary. Probably if you had
not lived abroad, because they were articles from newspapers and things
like that, it could be difficult. Usually the vocabulary in newspapers can
be difficult to understand because it refers to content that is challenging. It
was all realia. Usually realia is quite difficult. (Interview 1, February 17,
2011)
Dr. Logan stated, “The vocabulary is too technical. There are things in there that I think
students do not know. They do not have the background knowledge for it. They will
have a lot of trouble” (Interview 1, February 17, 2011). Dr. Cape underscored the
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inconsistency between book-knowledge and the lexical items included on the Praxis II.
He indicated,
We don’t use…there were some key terms in the vocabulary…we don’t
cover a lot that was mentioned that we don’t cover in any particular class.
So, that might have been a problem. That definitely might have been a
problem. (Interview 1, February 18, 2011)
In addition to the complexities of the Praxis II due to vocabulary-related
difficulties, three of the four faculty members highlighted the problematic nature of the
cultural questions. Their perspectives regarding the inclusion of cultural questions
evolved over time. Prior to taking the Praxis II, all faculty members shared the
sentiments of the Frustrated Disregarders who expressed concern regarding the
incorporation of such questions. Although the Frustrated Disregarders indicated that
these questions were challenging in nature and that they “guessed,” the faculty members
expressed concern that these questions were “stereotypical” (Dr. Logan, FG 1, February
11, 2011), were taken “out of isolation” (Dr. Lewis, FG 1, February 11, 2011), and were
unfair due to lack of personal experience with other cultures. Following the Praxis II
experience, Dr. Logan and Dr. Nichols began to offer different perspectives. Dr. Logan
explained her change in viewpoint:
I would think that if a student paid attention to the [cultural] information
in class, they could do it. I think that those ones were well-designed.
They were not obscure cultural questions. They were based on prominent
information that most students probably know. They should have that
information clear in their minds, and if you are going to teach, you should
know it. (Interview 1, February 17, 2011)
Dr. Nichols was not as confident as Dr. Logan regarding this change in perspective;
however she was able to argue in favor of both positions.
Some [questions] were very specific. I don’t know if they are needed.
Someone might not know the answer just because they have not
experienced that aspect. These people are going to be teachers, though.
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So, I guess the test is looking at their ability to teach the language and
culture. So, in that sense, maybe. (Dr. Nichols, Interview 1, February 17,
2011)
The final Praxis II challenge that faculty members believed would impede the
success of teacher candidates was related to the abstract nature of the speaking tasks.
Although three of the four faculty members indicated that the interpersonal
(conversational) speaking task may have been easier due to the concreteness of the topic,
they asserted that “the principle just doesn’t make sense” (Dr. Cape, Interview 1,
February) and that the conversation was “inflexible, inauthentic, and illogical” (Dr.
Nichols, Interview 1, February 17, 2011; Dr. Lewis, Interview 1, February 19, 2011).
On the contrary, Dr. Logan, like the Frustrated Disregarders, underscored the
familiarity with the interpersonal speaking task. She reflected upon classroom activities:
Most of the basic textbooks include conversation tasks. You know, you
speak, then I speak. You are student A. I am student B. Question,
answer. Question, answer. Most of time the format is: here is a question
and you give an answer. They are just familiar with the format. I thought
the section was clever. (FG 2, February 23, 2011)
When comparing the two “abstract” speaking tasks to the interpersonal activity, Dr. Cape
affirmed,
When you ask them to talk about interpretation or analysis, they freeze up,
and especially under certain criteria with time constraints. Maybe it is not
the mode of the question. Maybe it’s the content. (FG 2, February 23,
2011)
Although faculty members indicated that two of these tasks were at the “Superior
level” (Dr. Logan, Interview 1, February 17, 2011; Dr. Lewis, Interview 1, February 19,
2011), they also believed that teacher candidates should be able to complete these types
of tasks. Dr. Nichols argued, “You should be able to enter a debate and form an opinion”
(FG 2, February 23, 2011). Dr. Logan responded to Dr. Nichols’s comment and stated,
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“Yeah, because if not, what can you expect of your students? If you can’t do it, the cycle
never gets broken. It never gets broken” (FG 2, February 23, 2011).
Research Question 2: How are these perspectives influenced by previous
experiences, beliefs, or practices in the foreign language classroom?
Each teacher candidate’s perspective was greatly affected by her beliefs about
language learning as well as her experience in the classroom as a language learner. These
two concepts were tightly intertwined and often inseparable for teacher candidates.
Consistent with Lortie’s apprenticeship of observation (1975), their beliefs about
language learning were often formed as a result of their experiences in the classroom.
Confident Completer
When Courtney described her language learning experience, she indicated that
“the foreign language department is really deeply embedded in the college of education”
(Courtney, Interview 1, September 22, 2010). This is not surprising considering that
according to their website, Courtney’s university, the southeastern coastal university uses
the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002). This fact provided Courtney with a diverse
program of study when compared to other teacher candidate participants. For example,
on several instances, Courtney referenced “the National Standards” (Interview 2,
September 28, 2010), “the Oral Proficiency Interview” (Interview 2, September 28,
2010), “Advanced proficiency” (Interview 2, September 28, 2010), and the influence of a
“Methods class” (Interview 1, September 22, 2010; Interview 2, September 28, 2010).
All of these factors indicated that Courtney’s teachers collaborated to prepare teacher
candidates for the Praxis II test. Given that Courtney was the only teacher candidate to
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receive direct instruction about the Praxis II test and its structure, she felt adequately
prepared.
When discussing her language classes, Courtney emphasized the role of the
productive skills (speaking and writing), specifically speaking. She explained,
It seems like she [my first Spanish teacher] put a lot of stress on making us
talk to each other. She had us get up and circulate around the room, talking
to a certain number of people before we could sit down again. She also
had us talk to native speakers in the community for homework. My
Spanish III teacher referred me to the Spanish tutors that the department
had set up. I started going to see them once or twice a week to talk in
Spanish. They taught me a lot of practical words and phrases that I never
learned in a class. (Email Follow-up, May 9, 2011)
Courtney also expressed that her teachers used Spanish frequently and had high
aspirations for her as a student. They expected her to be an active participant in her
language learning process. She asserted,
It wasn't until Spanish III and IV that my classes really took place in
Spanish. That was kinda scary at first, but it really helped and wasn't so
bad once you got used to it. My teacher for Spanish III insisted that we
study vocabulary and grammar before it was introduced in class. I don't
remember if I was doing that before or not, but I definitely was studying
the topics we would cover before I actually went to class in Spanish III. I
continued doing that into Spanish IV. I remember feeling like if I didn't
study vocabulary at the beginning of the unit, I wouldn't be able to
understand what the teacher was saying throughout the chapter. (Email
Follow-up, May 9, 2011)
Courtney’s perspectives regarding the Praxis II were influenced by her previous
classroom experiences. For her, the Praxis II was a “good test” (Interview 2, September
28, 2010) because of its focus on practical application. She explained,
Part of learning a language is hearing the language and of course you will
hear the most from your teacher. So, I think that it is good that you take
this test and you have to complete these tasks. (Interview 1, September 22,
2010)
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She found it difficult to comprehend why a teacher candidate might not perform well on
the Praxis II. In fact, when describing the speaking tasks on the Praxis II she stated, “I
think you’d probably do fine as long as you’ve been taking classes and talking in them”
(Interview 1, September 22, 2010). She further argued that “To teach a foreign language
you have to know how to speak. Your kids aren’t going to wait for you to write
something on the board. They need to hear you say it” (Interview 2, September 28,
2010).
Courtney also evaluated the expectations that she had for herself as a Spanish
language learner. It is not surprising that she had high goals for herself considering those
instilled by her teachers. She, once again, commented about the role of speaking skills.
She stated,
When I started learning Spanish, the idea of one day being a fluent speaker
was really important to me. What I think is important is being able to say
what you want to say in a variety of situations without a lot of hesitation
and premeditation. That's a lot harder to do sometimes, but I'm working on
it. I'm really hoping to eventually speak Spanish almost as naturally as I
do English. (Email Follow-up, May 9, 2011)
Although she specifically emphasized speaking, Courtney considered other
aspects of language learning when discussing the Praxis II test. For example, she
contended that a learner must surpass rote book knowledge in order to use the language
in authentic contexts. She argued,
It is very possible to go through a program and not be able to use the
language for your students. I’ve seen people who are not good at
producing the language like they are with presenting the rules. I’ve seen
people that aren’t so good at talking. So I was held to some standard by
taking that test. (Interview 1, September 22, 2010)
Given Courtney’s classroom experiences which stressed speaking, it is not surprising that
she would underscore the importance of producing the language.
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Surprised Prevailers
The Surprised Prevailers recognized immediately that their class activities were
inconsistent with the Praxis II tasks. Their surprise of the test format may be largely
attributed to this discrepancy. When describing their language learning experiences, both
Alison and Jackie referenced grammar-based lessons. Alison recalled,
I mean, I started on a base that I think most people start with here in the
United States. Anyway, and I started with a grammar-based high school
Spanish experience, but it was good. I had a really good teacher, and um,
that continued in college. Then I worked underneath the supervision of a
teacher who was very experienced. She was very grammar-based. She
did not speak very much Spanish in the classroom except when
demonstrating grammar or concepts. I did not speak Spanish to that
teacher either, and I spoke little Spanish to the students. (Interview 2,
February 17, 2010)
Jackie confirmed, “I just remember doing a whole lot of grammar. I don’t think my
teachers were very good at speaking. They couldn’t speak really, so we didn’t speak
either” (Email Follow-up, March 26, 2010).
Alison and Jackie, initially relied on their classroom experiences as language
learners which led them to label the Praxis II as an unfair, inaccurate picture of their
linguistic competence. Following failure, these Surprised Prevailers reflected upon their
own convictions about language learning which ran contrary to their classroom
experiences. This reflection assisted in identifying ways to prepare differently and
ultimately prevail with regard to this test. Analyzing her own language learning beliefs,
Jackie reconsidered why she labeled her own Spanish teachers as “incompetent”
(Interview 1, February 11, 2010; Email Follow-up, March 26, 2010). It was at this point
that she specifically referenced the importance of speaking skills. She recalled,
They [my Spanish teachers] weren’t bad, maybe just incompetent in the
field they were in. They had a minor in the field and they weren’t really
qualified to teach Spanish. I don’t think they knew enough. They just
couldn’t speak the language, and that bothered me that they couldn’t speak
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a language that they were supposed to be teaching. (Interview 1, February
11, 2010)
When discussing her own notions about effective foreign language teaching, she
emphasized the role of speaking skills. She claimed,
A good Spanish teacher, I think, first of all has to be able to speak the
language in order to be a good Spanish teacher. If you can’t speak it, how
can you encourage other students to want to learn? A person should be
well-rounded in their language area. They should be able to, they should
be knowledgeable in culture and grammar concepts, but they have to be
able to speak, write, read and listen. (Interview 1, February 11, 2010)
After failing the Praxis II, Alison also began to pinpoint characteristics of
effective Spanish teachers. Although she still recognized grammatical knowledge, she
highlighted the role of speaking skills. According to Alison, “I think that teachers need
to, I think that they need to know the grammar, and they need to know how to speak”
(Interview 2, February 17, 2010).
Frustrated Disregarders
The perspectives of the Frustrated Disregarders were heavily influenced by their
previous classroom experiences which appeared to match their own beliefs about
language learning. On the contrary, neither their beliefs nor their classroom experiences
matched the Praxis II expectations. Regardless of this inconsistency, these participants
disregarded the expectations of the Praxis II and resisted altering their beliefs about
language learning. The Frustrated Disregarders insisted that “they [the Praxis II test
developers] do not know what I learned,” (Colleen, Interview 1, February 20, 2011) and
“they [the Praxis II test developers] haven’t been in my classroom” (Rachel, Interview 1,
February 21, 2011). The Frustrated Disregarders noted differences between classroom
assessment practices and the Praxis II. Rachel asserted,
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I’ve never taken a test like this. Never, ever. Our tests are like here’s
vocab and here’s grammar. You know, here’s vocab in this section, and
now here’s grammar in this section. You know what to expect. You’re
looking for preterit [simple past] tense. You’re prepared for it. I just feel
like they need a normal test with tenses. I know that they are trying to see
application, and they’ll be able to tell that from your speaking and writing,
but that is what we’re all used to seeing. That is how we are used to being
tested. Unless they go back and change the testing methods in all of the
high schools and colleges, then a little consistency would be nice. (Rachel,
Interview 1, February 21, 2011).
Similar to Rachel, Colleen highlighted similar discrepancies. She specifically referenced,
for a second time, a grammar-based test that was used to “show how good my language
was”. She stated,
I don’t like the Praxis [II] the way it is. I like the grammar test that I took
in that [one] class. That is how we have been taught. That is how we
should be tested. You know, we should test how we are taught. My
mentor teacher tells me now, ‘You are the one who has been teaching.
You need to make sure that the tests are assessing how you are teaching.’
(Interview 1, February 20, 2011)
The incongruity between the Praxis II and Spanish tests given in class, according
to the Frustrated Disregarders, was directly related to the instructional methods of their
language teachers which emphasized the role of grammar. Discussing her classes
Colleen asserted, “Well obviously my Spanish one through four was all grammar. Then
my writing class was all grammar as well” (Interview 1, February 20, 2011). Kelsey also
expressed similar classroom experiences. She highlighted, “I’ve done so much grammar
over the past five years. I’ve had seven grammar classes. We didn’t have to do speaking
in our classes much” (Kelsey, Interview 1, February 22, 2011).
Given the focus on grammatical instruction, it is not surprising that the Frustrated
Disregarders commented on the lack of practical language application. Rachel
explained,
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I took one class, one (emphasis on the word one) class that was
conversational. I’ve taken a lot of Spanish classes in my life and only one
was conversational and that one really helped me. That class was really
hard because it was on the spot and you had to think. (Interview 1,
February 21, 2011)
Kelsey also argued that she was provided with little exposure to use the language through
speaking while in class. She underscored, “We didn’t have to do speaking in our classes
much” (Kelsey, Interview 1, February 22, 2011).
Although Colleen also shared a similar concern regarding the lack of
conversational language experience, she also pinpointed an interesting inconsistency.
According to her, the conversation course de-emphasized grammatical accuracy while the
preceding language courses focused primarily on this fundamental component. She
explained this paradox:
It was grammar, grammar, grammar. Then when we got to my
conversation class, there was no grammar. It was like if you can speak it,
just do it, and then we’ll correct what is wrong. So that is how it was. We
just put the language to use and our mistakes were not important as long as
you got your ideas out there and people could understand them. (Interview
1, February 20, 2011)
Given the emphasis placed on structure in their classes, it is not surprising that the
Frustrated Disregarders continued to highlight this element of language learning
following failure of the Praxis II. Although they recognized the inconsistencies between
the Praxis II test and their classroom experiences, they, unlike the Surprised Prevailers,
disregarded the practical role of grammar as depicted on the Praxis II. Following failure,
these participants resisted envisioning alternatives. In fact, Colleen, Kelsey, and Rachel
attributed their lack of success to problems with the test. Colleen declared,
There were hardly any grammar questions. There were maybe three
questions. I guess you are supposed to not just memorize rules. You
should learn language naturally, but schools haven’t evolved yet. We still
memorize rules. This test is expecting you to use it naturally. It is not
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how we teach now. Maybe we’ll get there, but we aren’t like that now.
(Interview 1, February 20, 2011)
Rachel argued, “It was just a bad test. It should have had grammar, just basic grammar.
Vocabulary too. These are the things that we teach” (Interview 2, May 5, 2011) Kelsey,
who studied abroad following her second attempt at the Praxis II, still valorized grammar.
Following her experience in Spanish, she contended,
My madre was muy fantastica. I told her that I wanted to be a teacher the
first few days I was there in her casa. I mentioned about the praxis [II] and
told her that there was a certification test for profesores/as that I had to
pass. She saw each day in class that I wanted to practice the grammar we
did at Universidad de Alcala with her at lunch time and siesta time.
She graciously talked with me and corrected me since I was being extra
proactive to practice the subjunctive, "he, has, ha comido" rule, the future
tense, and affirmative/negative commands. I know I will pass the praxis
II test now. (Email Follow-up, June 23, 2011)
The topic of grammar was reiterated when the Frustrated Disregarders began to
reflect upon their own beliefs about language learning. Thus, although they had
experienced the Praxis II which deemphasized isolated grammatical knowledge, they
continued to disregard this notion. Colleen explained,
Prior to taking the Praxis [II], I thought knowing Spanish meant knowing
the grammar structures and the vocabulary of the language. Most of the
classes I took were strictly based on grammar, and there was hardly an
emphasis on speaking. My confidence has definitely gone down because
the Praxis [II] was based on pure understanding of the language and not
just grammar like I have been studying for so long. (Interview 2, April
14, 2011)
Rachel also noted the role of grammar in her understanding of language learning. She
argued,
I think my high school and college teachers would have defined knowing
Spanish as having an understanding of all vocabulary and verb tenses
necessary to communicate in Spanish. Grammar was the most stressed
aspect of the language, followed by vocabulary, not necessarily fluid
communication. This influenced my idea of whether I thought I knew
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Spanish because I felt as if I knew it by knowing all of the general
grammatical rules. (Interview 2, May 5, 2011)
Colleen and Kelsey measured their success in Spanish and were clear regarding
how they determined if they were competent Spanish learners. According to Colleen, “I
thought I knew Spanish pretty well because I have gotten an A in every Spanish class I
have taken” (Interview 2, April 14, 2011). Similarly, Kelsey also mentioned the
importance of receiving good grades.
Knowing Spanish means passing the Praxis [II], or if I didn’t have to take
the Praxis [II], it would mean having an equal amount of A's and B's in my
course work for final grades. Too many grammar mistakes and having
constant trouble with essays is a something that makes me want to be an
A/B Spanish student and not a B/C student. (Email Follow-up, June 23,
2011)
Although all three Frustrated Disregarders recognized that their classroom
exposure and their test preparation ran contrary to their personal experiences with the
Praxis II test, they all resisted change. Instead, the Praxis II seemed “so far gone”
(Rachel, Interview 1, February 21, 2011), and the Praxis II experience raised questions
about how to prepare differently. Rachel asserted, “I don’t know how to prepare. I know
I failed, but I just don’t know how to do it differently” (Interview 1, February 21, 2011).
Similarly, Colleen stated, “My friend and I were talking about it and we said, ‘How are
we going to pass this? What are we going to do?” (Interview 1, February 20, 2011).
The problematic nature of determining how to prepare differently ultimately made
both Colleen and Rachel decide to refrain from registering for the Praxis II for an
additional attempt. Rachel explained, “I just knew that it wouldn’t be possible. I didn’t
know how to do it or where to begin. That makes it not passable for me” (Interview 2,
May 5, 2011). Failing the Praxis II assisted Colleen, who was previously considering an
alternate career path. She highlighted, “I wasn’t sure when I took the Praxis [II] if I
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wanted to be a teacher. After taking it, I knew that I didn’t want to. I was so
discouraged” (Interview 2, April 14, 2011). Kelsey, who has attempted the Praxis II
twice thus far, had decided to retake the Praxis II for a third time. Although she has
studied abroad since her most recent attempt, she continues to disregard the role of
practical, communicative preparation since she continues to focus on isolated grammar
knowledge. She elucidated, “Well failing the test again made me want to study the
grammar more” (Email Follow-up, June 2011).
Faculty Members
Following the Praxis II experience, faculty members reflected on their own
language courses. Although they did not emphasize surprise with the format of the test as
did the Surprised Prevailers and Frustrated Disregarders who expected grammar and a
test of basic tenses, they did understand why these teacher candidates might begin their
preparation in this manner. For faculty members, the presence of grammar was not
dependent upon the inclusion of discrete items related to basic tenses but instead the
presence of exercises that required the manipulation of the language to communicate in
authentic contexts. Dr. Nichols alluded to the inconsistency between faculty members’
and teacher candidates’ perspectives regarding grammar, “They [students] do not realize
that grammar is in everything” (FG 1, February 11, 2011). Dr. Nichols’s comment is
important because it alludes to a narrow view of grammar as perceived by teacher
candidates. This perspective may explain why unsuccessful teacher candidates were
surprised by the format of the Praxis II.
After experiencing the Praxis II test, Dr. Cape reflected upon why teacher
candidates began with grammar-based Praxis II preparation:
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Well, we certainly don’t teach toward a test like this because we weren’t
even aware of a test like this until you brought it to our attention. And,
typically the way we work is more relaxed, more laid back. We do a great
deal of grammar so they should have enough grammar to pass this test, but
there are so few questions that relate directly to grammar. (Interview 1,
February 18, 2011)
Dr. Nichols also underscored the role of grammar in her language courses. She
articulated that inconsistencies may exist regarding how language is assessed in class and
on the Praxis II tests which may cause confusion for teacher candidates. She stated,
Well, we teach grammar. Like when it is test time, there is the grammar.
It is time for this section and this section. They predict it. They don’t
realize that the grammar is included on this test, just differently. You
know that you have to write and speak. It is in there. (FG 2, February 23,
2011)
Although faculty members recognized that few linguistic (grammatical) items
were included on the Praxis II, their concerns are similar to those expressed by the
Frustrated Disregarders. For example, although faculty members did not expect the
Praxis II to include more grammatical items as did the Frustrated Disregarders, they
were disappointed in the theoretical and impractical nature of the questions. Dr. Nichols
explained, “The weird thing was that the grammar wasn’t really grammar. It was more
about theory or linguistics” (FG 2, February 23, 2011). Dr. Logan also disliked the few
grammar questions included on the test. She stated, “I don’t know how they are going to
assess grammar knowledge. You know? The three or four grammar points that I saw on
the test were kind of out of whack” (Interview 1, February 17, 2011).
Like Dr. Nichols and Dr. Logan, Dr. Lewis also expressed concern regarding
these linguistic questions. He compared the grammatical questions on the previous
Praxis II test and argued,
I remember from the first test that there were discrete grammatical items;
however on this new test, this is not the case at all. These grammatical
items are now embedded on other parts of the exam, and from experience
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with this exam, some of these questions were not level appropriate at all.
Some of these questions, we wouldn’t even teach in Advanced-level
courses at the university level. They are too advanced and low frequency.
I just don’t think that a beginning teacher would need to know them.
(Interview 1, February 19, 2011)
His comment implies that inconsistencies exist regarding the practical presentation of
grammatical concepts in the classroom context and the focus on theoretical grammar on
the Praxis II. Dr. Cape also pinpointed a discrepancy between how grammar is taught in
the classroom and how it is assessed on the Praxis II.
I thought, wait a minute. That is not the [grammatical] term we use. That
is not the term that I’ve ever used in my decades of studying a language or
in teaching. I thought, well, maybe they’ve come up with a new way to
talk about this. (Interview 1, February 18, 2011)
Additionally, for the faculty members, an important component of grammar was
accuracy; however this element was difficult to define especially when measured through
practical language tasks (speaking and writing). Dr. Logan pondered, “I just don’t know
how this test measures grammar. I mean, yes, in the writing and speaking, but how
exactly?” (FG 1, February 11, 2011). Since accuracy is an important component of
proficiency, it cannot be ignored. Swender (1999) asserted that
Advanced speakers are able to tell a story in the past by staying in past
time, as appropriate, and maintaining a significant degree of logical
sequencing and cohesiveness within the discourse. They may sporadically
use incorrect verb forms (person markers, verb stems, faulty stress, etc.)
and more frequently show lack of precision in aspect, but the listener has
no difficulty in following the story and in understanding what happened.
(p. 102)
These faculty members, however, could not reach a consensus regarding how to
categorize sporadic errors. As a result, they found it difficult to determine how teacher
candidates would be assessed on the Praxis II regarding accuracy. Dr. Logan questioned,
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“How many is a few errors? 1-3? 1-5?” (FG 1, February 11, 2011). Her numerical
definition is problematic according to Dr. Lewis who posed the question,
What if they make one major error that impedes communication? What is
the difference between that and someone who makes several minor
mistakes that don’t impede communication? What level are they? How
will the [Praxis II] raters score them? (FG 1, February 11, 2011)
Regardless of the faculty member’s definition of grammatical accuracy, they all
recognized the influence of grammatical instruction in their own language courses as well
as other strategies that should have prepared teacher candidates for this test. Dr. Nichols
asserted,
Well I think in class I try to work on all four categories. I speak in [the
target language] all the time. So at least with the listening part of the test,
[they should be prepared.] We read all of the time so they should be able
to read these passages. They have to speak and write too. So I cover all
of that. I do everything already. I think if one of my students is thinking
of taking this test, I think they should be prepared as far as my class is
concerned. I even use realia like the test uses. (Interview 1, February 17,
2011)
Similar to Dr. Nichols, Dr. Logan identified several teaching methods that may benefit
Praxis-takers such as making students aware of proficiency expectations and requiring
presentations.
Although faculty members pinpointed pedagogical strategies that seemed to assist
their teacher candidate students, they also expressed being limited as language teachers
due to the lack of technology available in the classrooms.
Dr. Logan claimed,
We don’t have technology in our classrooms where they can listen to all of
the accents. I am reading everything for them. So, they are used to the
sound of my voice, the pattern of my speaking, my rhythm, my intonation.
(Interview 1, February 17, 2011)
Dr. Lewis concurred and argued,
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They [the students] are not used to hearing native authentic speech that is
not watered down whatsoever, not in our classes. They are not used to
listening to newscasts or podcasts or TV shows or watching film. Maybe
then, it wouldn’t be so difficult for them. (Interview 1, February 19, 2011)
Research Question 3: How do these perspectives influence the reconceptualization of
the foreign language curriculum?
Based on their Praxis II experience, teacher candidates and faculty members
offered suggestions to improve both the foreign language and foreign language education
curriculum.
Confident Completer
Courtney did not find it necessary to make major suggestions to alter the foreign
language or foreign language education programs. She consistently referenced the
importance to seek exposure outside of the classroom context in order to achieve set
language goals. She argued,
I guess what I'm trying to say is that learning Spanish has to be about more
than a class or a grade. It can take place in class, but you have to want it
badly enough to do the extra things you have to do outside of class. (Email
Follow-up, May 9, 2011)
Overall, I credit any success I've had, including having built the skills
necessary to pass the Praxis II, to my enthusiasm for the topic, a natural
inclination for language learning, and the supportive teachers/tutors that
had the patience to work to help me improve. If you aren't spending some
time studying, practicing, or speaking Spanish in addition to any
homework or classroom assignments you have, that is what you are doing
wrong. (Email Follow-up, May 9, 2011)
Her satisfaction with the program at the southeastern coastal university is not
surprising considering the high expectations of her teachers as well as the focus on
speaking in her classes. The only area that Courtney offered suggestions was related to
cultural knowledge. Although she disliked the culture questions provided on the Praxis
II: World Language Test as she perused the Test at a Glance, she reflected upon whether
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she would be able to be successful in this component area. According to Courtney, “Like
I was looking at the practice questions, and they had a painting and they wanted to know
who painted it. And, I was like, oh my gosh. I don’t know that painting” (Interview 2,
September 28, 2010). Furthermore, Courtney argued that the inclusion of these questions
was not fair. She asserted,
I don’t think it’s fair. I think as long as your cultural knowledge is good
enough that you can show them [the students] that there is diversity, or if
you don’t know everything that you know how to find out when it’s time.
I just don’t think it’s that important to identify this painting and who did it
because you can always find the knowledge that you don’t know. Even
native speakers from some country don’t necessarily know the culture of
some countries. So I don’t think it is fair. (Interview 2, September 28,
2010)
Although she mentioned that the inclusion of these questions was not fair, this
deficiency in content knowledge provided Courtney with a suggestion for foreign
language programs. She contended, “Well, I didn’t know it [the cultural question.]
Maybe I should have learned more or studied more in that area” (Email follow up,
November 18, 2010). Although Courtney provides a suggestion regarding cultural
knowledge, her comment demonstrates that she consistently assumed responsibility over
her own language learning.
Surprised Prevailers
Although Alison and Jackie were ultimately successful on their second Praxis II
attempts, they both offered suggestions to improve foreign language teacher preparation.
Both of these Surprised Prevailers, although they accepted their role in their Praxis II
preparation, reflected upon how a mentor might have assisted them earlier with their
career goals. Alison suggested,
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Maybe there could be someone specific, I guess I’m thinking of like a
mentor. Someone who knows exactly what that student is going to face on
that Praxis [II]. And, someone who can at least have a few meetings with
that student during their senior year or something so they can help them
prepare. (Interview 1, February 10, 2010).
Since Alison contended that “I don’t think any of my [foreign language] professors knew
that I was going to have to take the Praxis [II]” (Interview 1, February 10, 2010), both
Alison and Jackie offered a solution through a Methods course. For them, a course in
foreign language methodology could include strategies for the Praxis II test as well as the
support from someone who had experienced the test before them. They believed that a
mentor could be the instructor of such a class. Jackie explained,
Well, one of the major classes that you take when you are a junior-senior
level is a, uh, methodology class where you’re supposed to be instructed in
your field of study on how to become a teacher in that area. And, I
studied, and I think my teacher was an English teacher. So all of my
lesson plans were geared toward teaching English which wasn’t my main
focus of study. I didn’t feel like I had a mentor that I could go to and ask,
‘How do I do this?’ I would suggest that students, that universities offer a
methods class in foreign language if they’re going to have a major and you
can graduate in that because teachers can be better prepared to teach.
Also, that person can help prepare you for the Praxis [II] maybe.
(Interview 1, February 11, 2010)
Like Jackie, Alison also recognized the role that a Methods course might have played in
her preparation. She asserted,
The main thing that I would have changed is that I would have had a real
foreign language methods course. I did not have one. There were only
two foreign language majors, and un, foreign language majors had to take
the language arts methods course. So it was, we basically learned how to
teach English, not, and English as in literature, not Spanish or how to
teach Spanish. (Interview 1, February 10, 2010)
In addition to recommending that a mentor or Methods class be included in
foreign language teacher preparation, both Surprised Prevailers reviewed the Test at a
Glance to consider the unique challenges of the Praxis II: World Language Test. Unlike
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Courtney who believed that the culture questions were unfair to include on a licensure
test, Jackie offered a rationale for expecting teachers to know these answers. She
explained,
I think that a person should have a general knowledge of the culture to
some degree. Maybe not nitpicky specific things but overall you should
have a knowledge of, you know, it could be open-ended or broader
questions about art or maybe specific to what that person studied or just
general knowledge, I think. (Interview 2, February 17, 2010)
Regardless of her belief about the importance of cultural knowledge, Jackie was unsure
how teacher candidates might perform in this area. She argued,
I felt like I had a little more knowledge of culture than maybe some [other
students.] Some of our professors spent a little time on culture, but overall
we weren’t required to read any reading list or study any particular art or
anything like that. So, the average person would probably not do very
well based on their coursework as an undergraduate. (Interview 2,
February 17, 2010)
Similar to the Confident Completer, the Surprised Prevailers believed that it was
their responsibility to fill in the gaps in their content knowledge. Perhaps this is why
neither Alison nor Jackie offered suggestions for their teachers to include more practical
aspects of the language rather than grammar-related exercises. Instead, they suggested
that all teacher candidates seek exposure through a study abroad experience or by using
the language outside of the classroom, something that benefitted both Alison and Jackie
on their second Praxis II attempts. Jackie asserted,
I strongly encourage study abroad because I think that when you’re
immersed in the language, whether you’ve attained high linguistic
proficiency or low, regardless. I would, uh, recommend study abroad if
you were to ask me what can I do to improve. (Interview 1, February 11,
2010)
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Similarly, Alison recognized the role of study abroad in her language development
however she was able to recommend other opportunities to teacher candidates as well.
She mentioned,
If they don’t have study abroad, if that’s not a possibility, then I would
suggest that they do the next best thing and find some friends that speak
Spanish. Maybe, like here, they have the opportunity to go to a Spanish
Table that meets every week or something like that. I even know someone
who became extremely proficient in Spanish, I think, because she only
spoke to her cats in Spanish. She, uh, the reason it worked was because
she was comfortable speaking Spanish because she was used to doing it at
home. She lived alone. She didn’t have to worry about anyone thinking
that she was crazy. And, anything, she talked to her cats about her day,
and everything. It sounds kind of crazy, but it really helped her out. It
really pushed her Spanish to the next level. (Interview 1, February 10,
2010)
Jackie also emphasized the role of technology in improving language skills. She
asserted, “I also suggest, this is kind of silly, but I also suggest that they watch TV in
Spanish and turn on the captions in Spanish so they can listen and read at the same time”
(Interview 1, February 11, 2010).
Similar to how the Surprised Prevailers accepted their role in improving their
speaking proficiency, Alison considered her role as an active participant in the learning
process to overcome the challenges presented in the Praxis II through culture questions.
She asserted,
I don’t think I would have done bad if I had to answer culture questions
just because even in Spanish one through four courses, you are given just a
little bit of general cultural information, and I’m interested in other
cultures. So, I might have studied just a little bit more than others. But, if
I had known it was on there, I would have made a point to study it.
(Interview 2, February 10, 2010)
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Frustrated Disregarders
Colleen, Kelsey, and Rachel offered several solutions following their Praxis II
experience. For these Frustrated Disregarders, similar to the Surprised Prevailers, the
first step in assisting teacher candidates would be for foreign language faculty members
to recognize that teacher candidates would need to take the Praxis II. Colleen argued,
I’m sure they [my teachers] didn’t even know about the Praxis [II]. But, it
would have helped tremendously because if you can know the background
of your students, you can know how to help them. You can make it easier
for them. You can prepare for what’s coming. (Interview 1, February 20,
2011)
Kelsey believed that if foreign language faculty members were aware that the Praxis II
existed, they might alter their classes. She argued that her coursework should “be more
challenging” (Interview 1, February 22, 2011). Rachel believed that one solution could
be to include a course in foreign language methodology. She explained, “Probably a
methods class would have really helped me for this test. We didn’t have one” (Interview
1, February 21, 2011).
Although Rachel recognized the value in providing a course in foreign language
methodology, the majority of the suggestions offered by the Frustrated Disregarders
were related to their language classes and the lack of authentic exposure to Spanish.
These unsuccessful teacher candidates were frustrated and did not understand why their
language classes did not prepare them for the Praxis II test. Colleen contended,
They advertise that the Praxis [II], you know the listening part, comes
from newscasts or interviews. So, since we know that is where it comes
from, teachers should know that and incorporate that in their classrooms.
This way you will be more prepared. You have heard a lot more. You’ve
done it. You would have expected it. I never did any of that. (Interview 1,
February 20, 2011)
Similarly, Rachel underscored what she would have needed to do differently. She
remarked,
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I needed to do a lot more reading and watching. I’ll probably start getting
Spanish newspapers and magazines and just read. Not just reading some
paragraph in a book where I’m focused on subjunctive verbs or something
like that. I need to read things that are written for Spanish speakers not
English [speaking] people. I need to watch stuff that is filmed for Spanish
speakers. I just need to get used to hearing it a lot more and seeing it a lot
more. (Interview 1, February 21, 2011)
The Frustrated Disregarders believed that there were ample opportunities for their
teachers to include exposure to practical language tasks in their classes. They
underscored that they needed assistance specifically to develop proficiency in speaking
and listening and to foster cultural knowledge. Since the speed of the listening passages
was challenging for all three of the Frustrated Disregarders, it is not surprising that they
recommended for changes to be made to better prepare them in this area. They criticized
how listening to their teachers during instruction and on tests did not prepare them for the
listening portion of the Praxis II. Colleen stated,
When I did a listening part of a test [in class], it was usually very short.
The passages on the Praxis [II] were really long. It was so much longer
than what is used in the classroom. And, also the teacher during a Spanish
class would say it [the passage] a lot slower and enunciate a lot more than
during the Praxis [II]. It was just two different things really. (Interview 1,
February 20, 2011)
Similarly, Rachel noticed a difference between the listening passages on the test and her
experience with listening tasks in the Spanish classroom. She mentioned, “I don’t feel
like I was not exposed to it [Spanish]. I feel like my teachers talked fast, but you had a
chance. We looked at them confused, and they said it again and again” (Interview 1,
February 21, 2011).
In addition to recognizing that their courses and tests could have prepared them
more for the listening component area of the Praxis II than it did, the Frustrated
Disregarders also recognized that they needed more practice with speaking. Kelsey
proposed one solution that would not alter her teachers’ courses. She suggested,
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You know how we’re supposed to speak Spanish. Well, I think once
professors get out of class, they should keep up with what they’re doing.
They should speak Spanish during their office hours. (Interview 1,
February 22, 2011)
Rachel recalled how one course (“I took one class, one class that was conversational”)
emphasized speaking in Spanish while her other classes were grammar-related. She
encouraged teachers to require students to start speaking earlier. She asserted,
The speaking, I feel like I did a lot of that in my conversation class. We
had practical conversations, you know, going to the hospital, going to
classes, and interacting in school. We only did that in our advanced
classes though. It would have been going to do it earlier. (Interview 1,
February 20, 2011)
Rachel also offered a solution, “You could ask people to get conversation partners. That
would help” (Interview 1, February 21, 2011).
For Kelsey, her difficulty with the speaking portion of the test made her consider
how her study abroad experience might influence the outcomes of her third Praxis II
attempt. She believed that this opportunity was the missing ingredient to her Praxis II
success. She asserted,
Maybe study abroad should be required or strongly recommended before
taking the Praxis [II]. Also learning in a stress free environment may be
better sometimes for actually learning and applying. Study abroad helps
with applying what you know, and a Pass/Fail for study abroad made me
not be so anxious about being perfect, and I learned and applied more
when I was relaxed educationally in Spain. (Email Follow-up, June 23,
2011)
Similar to the Confident Completer and the Surprised Prevailers, these
unsuccessful test-takers also analyzed the role of culture in their language learning.
Rachel believed that there was a relationship between her guessing on the culture
questions and the failure by her teachers to hold her accountable for cultural knowledge
in class and on tests. She explained,
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I guess if you are not assessed on something, then you tune it out,
especially if you are not held accountable. It’s almost like something they
throw in at the end. You know, oh, we got to get our culture day in. In
most classes, it shows up as five extra questions on a test. That could
definitely change. (Interview 1, February 21, 2011)
Recognizing the difficulty that she experienced with the culture questions, Colleen
proposed a solution which might improve her skills in listening and reading as well. She
suggested,
I took a civilization course, and I think that would be a good course to
include articles and newspapers like on the test. It involves culture
already, and it could keep you up-to-date by having you read articles,
newspapers, and listening to newscasts. (Interview 1, February 20, 2011).
Faculty Members
Above all, faculty members argued that the classroom experience is not sufficient.
According to Dr. Lewis,
I think that we should tell all of our students that if they want to improve
their skills that the classroom is only the beginning. They have to seek
opportunities to use the language outside of the classroom through
language tables, through making friends with native speakers, through
study abroad. We need to reiterate that the classroom experience is not
enough. (Interview 1, February 19, 2011)
Although some faculty members commented that “our program is not to prepare
students to pass the Praxis [II]” (Dr. Logan, FG 2, February 23, 2011), they recognized
that considering the difficult nature of the test, their courses might not be preparing
teacher candidates appropriately. Faculty members agreed that the first step in improving
their program would be to take the Praxis II test. In fact, Dr. Logan’s comment about the
Praxis II being an “eye-opening” (Interview 1, February 17, 2011) experience made her
suggest that
Maybe we should require all of our faculty to take it, not for passing it, but
to be aware of the expectations of our students. Most of our students and
many at the graduate level go into teaching. We should all take it. I think
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it really changes everything when you know what is expected. (Interview
1, February 17, 2011)
Faculty members also recognized they were unaware of which students were
required to take the Praxis II. For Dr. Cape, this failure to identify teacher candidates
was a “pedagogical lapse.” He explained,
I would suggest that we find out who wants to be teachers. We need to
target those people in our classrooms, and whether it be with a coordinator
or special meetings, those people will be offered all of the information that
we have and all of the guidance that we give them to help and prepare for
the teaching exam [the Praxis II]. It’s as simple as that. At this point, I
don’t know what students I have that are planning to teach. There is no
effort on our part to target those students in particular. That is a huge
pedagogical lapse on the part of our leadership so to speak. (Interview 1,
February 18, 2011)
Dr. Cape, with the approval of other faculty members, suggested that the development of
a course in foreign language methodology might ameliorate this issue. Dr. Cape
explained,
The perfect solution would be to have a teaching methodologies course,
and people would take that course, and it wouldn’t just be about the test,
but it would help them prepare, test preparation, Praxis [II] preparation,
the whole array of tools, strategies, techniques, in a number of areas.
Something like the exact needs that they will need to get the certification.
(FG 2, February 23, 2011)
In addition to the methodology course which would include a mentoring aspect
for teacher candidates and perhaps strategies for Praxis-takers, faculty members
suggested the inclusion of a second conversation course. They reflected upon how only
one course in the program currently focuses on conversation, and an additional course
might assist teacher candidates in reaching higher levels of proficiency. Since they
recognized two of the three speaking tasks as more challenging, Dr. Lewis asserted that a
second course could focus on presentational speaking. He explained,
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Perhaps we should consider having an additional conversation class after
the first course. They could really practice using the target language in a
variety of different situations. They could listen to discourse including the
news, TV, and a variety of sources, and practice a variety of tasks such as
impromptu speeches such as formal and informal speeches and debates.
And students could become more aware of the Proficiency Guidelines in
these types of courses. (Interview 1, February 19, 2011)
The majority of suggestions by faculty members following the Praxis II
experience included changes in language instruction. Faculty member participants
considered how they might need to alter their own instructional practices to assist the
teacher candidates in reaching the expectations of the Praxis II. Since three of the four
faculty members believed that the listening tasks would be the most challenging for
students, they offered several suggestions that included technology and realia. Dr.
Nichols argued,
We have to speak in the target language. That is basic. All of the
questions are in the target language. They have to write more. They have
to read more. They have to speak more. We have to require more of
them, to listen more and to use more realia in class. (Interview 1, February
17, 2011)
Similar to Dr. Nichols who recognized the role of realia, Dr. Lewis contended that
technology would assist in this area. He asserted,
We could start taking advantage of podcasts and news, TV, and media. If
discussing a specific author, we could find a couple podcasts that are
related and we could have them answer questions about them because
those tasks correspond to what students have to do on the Praxis [II] exam.
(Interview 1, February 19, 2011)
Dr. Cape stated, “I think that I am definitely motivated to bring in more technology into
the classroom, especially realia that has to do with speed” (Interview 1, February 18,
2011).
Faculty members also reevaluated their own expectations and considered the role
of the Proficiency Guidelines and how they could be used to increase standards. Dr.
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Logan and Dr. Lewis discussed clarifying language learning expectations by using the
ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines. Dr. Logan remarked,
I think I’m going to be tougher. If my reading was a page, maybe I’ll
require a longer one. I might have a listening [passage] at a faster speed.
Usually I looked for songs at a slower pace. I should not give so much of
the background vocabulary. I should start allowing them to figure out the
meaning. And, although I do this already, I need reinforce the Proficiency
Guidelines. They should be aware of them because that will give them a
feeling for why we are doing what we are doing. You know, this is not
busy work. This is not a game. They have clearer expectations.
(Interview 1, February 17, 2011)
Dr. Lewis expressed,
I think that it [the Proficiency Guidelines] would help us be more rigorous
in our courses and particularly in our lower level courses, this would help
us establish specific goals. Teachers would be cognizant of the goals and
students would be as well. And students, especially the ones who really
want to learn a language, like future teachers, they would look at the end
of the semester and see where their deficiencies are. They could see
where they need to improve and talk to their teacher and see how. I think
that this could be part of the solution. (Interview 1, February 19, 2011)
Dr. Nichols believed that making students aware of the Proficiency Guidelines was less
important than ensuring that teachers understand the guidelines and how to use them to
improve language proficiency. According to her,
It is more about us trying to get them to work on the guidelines even if
they [the students] don’t know that they are working on them. They are
working on it indirectly. I think that you can give the guidelines to them,
and it will not hurt. But, I think in the long run, it won’t make a
difference. The teachers need to know what they are, what they mean, and
how to use them. (Interview 1, February 17, 2011)
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In Chapter II, the relevant literature was provided and was followed by the
findings of this study in Chapter IV. The purpose of this chapter is to provide a
connection between the previous research and the findings. It is organized in the
following sections: (a) Discussion, (b) Conclusion, (c) Limitations, and (d) Implications
for Theory, Practice, and Research.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to investigate the perspectives of teacher candidates
and faculty members regarding the Praxis II tests for initial licensure in Spanish, French,
and German. The data revealed that the Confident Completer, Surprised Prevailers, and
Frustrated Disregarders described their Praxis II test experiences in divergent ways.
Similar to the findings by Albers (2002) regarding the Praxis II tests used for licensure in
English, although all were high achievers according to their academic transcripts, all
teacher candidates with the exception of the Confident Completer expressed difficulty
with tasks that they believed ran contrary to their Spanish coursework. One interpretation
of this finding may be explained by Lortie’s (1975) notion of the “apprenticeship of
observation” (p. 61) given that each teacher candidate began Praxis II preparation by
mimicking the language activities completed in the classroom learning environment.
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Confident Completer: Faculty Awareness and Practical Preparation
A number of factors, all which may be linked to their experiences as language
learners and apprentice observers, may have contributed to how the Confident Completer,
Surprised Prevailers, and Frustrated Disregarders perceived the Praxis II. Courtney, the
Confident Completer, was the only teacher candidate who was not surprised with the
structure of the Praxis II which required her to complete a variety of authentic tasks
through writing and speaking. Her comfort with these types of exercises may be most
attributable to her familiarity with similar practical language tasks as required by her own
language instructors during class. Among all of the teacher candidates, Courtney was the
only participant to have indicated that her teachers were aware of the Praxis II. This
faculty support benefited her because it was through their knowledge of the test
expectations that they were able to provide assistance, direction, and clarify expectations.
This awareness, along with her classroom experiences, prompted Courtney to take
specific steps toward her practical Praxis II preparation. Bennett et al. (2007) also found
that like Courtney, successful Praxis I test-takers were disciplined and planned how they
might pass the test. Courtney also made specific references to learning about the SFLL
and the Proficiency Guidelines in a Methods course, required components of the Program
Standards (ACTFL, 2002) which the southeastern coastal university used. These all
contributed to her understanding of the expectations of the Praxis II test.
Courtney mentioned the importance of being able to use the language through the
development of solid speaking and writing skills. Her comment is consistent with
researchers like Borg (2006) as well as the SFLL that emphasize communication as the
goal of language instruction. Courtney reiterated that she acquired high levels of
communicative competence as a result of her exposure to pragmatic linguistic tasks that
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were presented both within and beyond the classroom context. Although Courtney did
not study abroad, she referenced speaking with native speakers in her language lab,
finding tutors, and taking advantage of student teaching to improve her language
deficiencies. All of these decisions by Courtney to seek exposure outside of the
classroom enhanced her linguistic skills and increased her confidence. Unlike other
teacher candidates who recalled beginning Praxis II preparation by reviewing
grammatical structures, Courtney emphasized that it was important to focus on knowing
how to use the language, not simply reproducing the rules and memorizing vocabulary in
isolation. The recognition of this performance/competence distinction may have
facilitated Courtney in obtaining high levels of communicative competence.
Surprised Prevailers: From Grammatical to Practical Preparation
Unlike the Confident Completer, the Surprised Prevailers and the Frustrated
Disregarders all underscored feeling uneasy, surprised, and unprepared for the Praxis II
test. These two groups of teacher candidates were similar in a variety of ways. First,
Alison, Jackie, Colleen, Rachel, and Kelsey were adamant that their language instructors
were unaware of the Praxis II test, including its expectations and format. They all began
Praxis II preparation which reflected how they learned Spanish in the classroom. Data
revealed that for the Surprised Prevailers and Frustrated Disregarders, this meant
focusing on grammar rules and the memorization of vocabulary.
Given that the Surprised Prevailers were ultimately successful on their second
Praxis II attempts while the Frustrated Disregarders were not, data also revealed
differences between the two groups. First, Alison and Jackie, the Surprised Prevailers,
altered their preparation following the initial disappointment while their failing
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colleagues did not do so. This is similar to the findings by Bennett et al. (2007) whose
teacher candidates underscored the role of preparing differently for their repeated and
successful Praxis I attempts. Interestingly, Alison and Jackie recognized the role of
speaking, based on their own beliefs about language competence and effective teachers,
which may have guided them toward accepting practical strategies of Praxis II
preparation. These new techniques, which appeared similar to those used by the
Confident Completer, consisted mainly of exposure outside of the classroom in which
they would practice their speaking skills through description and conversation.
Additionally, they asserted that their confidence grew as a result of study abroad,
additional coursework, and teaching experience, all which assisted them in prevailing on
their second Praxis II attempt. Their growing confidence assisted them in overcoming
their testing anxiety, time constraints, surprise with test format, and linguistic deficiencies
during the speaking portion of the Praxis II. The fact that Alison and Jackie were
originally less confident with regard to speaking is consistent with the findings of de
Saint Léger and Storch (2009) and Tse (2009) who argued that learners are often less
confident with regard to speaking.
Frustrated Disregarders: Failure to Prepare Differently
The Frustrated Disregarders were similar to the Successful Achievers in that
Colleen, Kelsey, and Rachel all began with grammar-based preparation as a result of their
classroom experiences. Similarly, they all highlighted feeling surprised with the nature
of the Praxis II given their inexperience with practical tasks. On the contrary, however,
the Frustrated Disregarders never sought exposure to authentic discourse as did their
successful counterparts who opted to do so. Similarly, Bennett et al. (2006) found that
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their unsuccessful Praxis I test-takers resisted altering test preparation strategies.
Colleen, Kelsey, and Rachel were adamant that the tasks on the Praxis II were
inconsistent with those presented in their language classes, yet they disregarded any
strategies that may have assisted them in achieving higher levels of communicative
competence. As seen in Kelsey’s comments, although she failed the Praxis II twice, she
stubbornly resisted to alter her preparation following a summer abroad experience as she
continued to focus on grammar prior to her third Praxis II attempt. Colleen and Rachel,
however, believed that the type of preparation needed to pass the Praxis II was too
incongruous to the typical language learning setting, and thus the Praxis II was “so far
gone” and “not passable.” The view of the Praxis II as a barrier to teacher licensure was
reiterated by Albers (2002).
Unlike the Confident Completer and Surprised Prevailers, the Frustrated
Disregarders appeared to have never experienced language learning in practical contexts
either in their coursework or by their own volition. Their coursework, which directly
defined their understanding of language competence, was solely based on the knowledge
of grammar and vocabulary. Thus, they had difficulty with practical language tasks and
were unaware of how to overcome their own deficiencies. Additionally, the lack of
exposure in their classroom to authentic discourse made them unprepared regarding
speed, culture, and being required to speak, listen, read, and write in the target language.
Given that their classroom teachers emphasized grammar, which they argued was
predictable and provided them with more control, it is not surprising that they found the
Praxis II to be frustrating. Bennett et al. (2007) also highlighted that their unsuccessful
test-takers were frustrated, angry, and criticized their teachers.
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Faculty Members: Understanding the Perspectives of Teacher Candidates
The perspectives of the faculty member participants provide additional insight
into why the Confident Completer, Surprised Prevailers, and Frustrated Disregarders
perceived the Praxis II in the manner in which they described. Although they never
denied their unfamiliarity with the Praxis II tests which is consistent with research
(Bowen, 2002; Zigo & Moore, 2002), the faculty members underscored the role of the
individual and motivation in becoming a successful language learner. The comments by
Dr. Lewis, Dr. Logan, and Dr. Nichols matched those of both the Confident Completer
and the Surprised Prevailers who equally outlined the importance of individual
responsibility in order to attain linguistic goals.
Reflecting upon their Praxis II experience, the faculty members underscored that
grammar is indeed a large part of their language instruction. The inclusion of grammarbased instruction and assessment as opposed to proficiency-based paradigms, which was
also found by Ricardo-Osorio (2008), may help explain why the Surprised Prevailers and
Frustrated Disregarders began Praxis II preparation by studying grammar.
Additionally, the comments by Dr. Nichols demonstrated how teacher candidates may
prefer grammar-based assessments given their use in the classroom and the sense of
predictability and control provided to the test-taker on these discrete items. Brown
(2009) also underscored that language learners typically prefer grammar tests for the
same reasons. Faculty members highlighted, however, that teacher candidates may
misconceive grammar. Dr. Nichols’s comment demonstrated that grammar can be
presented in practical language contexts, and it does not have to be isolated and
predictable as the unsuccessful teacher candidates expected. Given that the Surprised
Prevailers and Frustrated Disregarders were so challenged in the practical portions of
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the test, one may assume that few opportunities are provided to practice the language in
authentic ways.
Faculty Members and Teacher Candidates: Similar Perspectives
The faculty members shared several of the opinions concerning the Praxis II as
did the Frustrated Disregarders. For example, similar to the Frustrated Disregarders and
Surprised Prevailers, the faculty members discussed issues regarding the time constraints
on the Praxis II. Time constraints, which produced additional stress for test-takers, were
also found by Albers (2002), Bennett (2007), and Wilkerson et al. (2004). Comments by
Dr. Logan and Dr. Nichols demonstrated how difficult it was to read the options and
register answers within an allotted time. Additionally, like the Frustrated Disregarders
had expressed, faculty members were uncertain whether teacher candidates would be able
to answer questions in the listening component area after hearing a passage twice due to
its speed. They further discussed how teacher candidates would not be accustomed to
this speed as a result of their language courses which used teacher talk and repeated
passages multiple times. The difficulty with listening was reiterated by Fraga-Cañadas
(2010) who found that teachers were limited regarding listening proficiency. Faculty
members also were surprised with the complexity of the vocabulary included on the
Praxis II, something which plagued the Frustrated Disregarders. The difficulty with
complex vocabulary was also reiterated by Bennett et al. (2007) on the Praxis I test and
Wilkerson et al. (2004).
Faculty Members and Teacher Candidates: Differing Perspectives
The faculty members also highlighted difficulties that were not reiterated by the
teacher candidates. For example, faculty members were distracted by nearby test-takers.
141

Although the Confident Completer did discuss other test-takers, their presence seemed to
have pushed Courtney to speak more during that section of the test. The fact that none of
the teacher candidates was negatively affected by nearby test-takers is contrary to the
findings of Wilkerson et al. (2004) and Bennett (2007) who underscored this problem.
Unlike the teacher candidates, faculty members also highlighted the distinction between
practical and theoretical grammar. They disliked how linguistics, something which they
seemed to be theoretical, was included on a test for K-12 teachers. No other teacher
candidate reiterated this sentiment; however, it may be related to the complexity of the
vocabulary present in these questions. Additionally, the faculty members repeatedly
referenced questions that appeared too interpretative or analytical. Zigo and Moore
(2002) reiterated this same concern regarding the Praxis II used for licensure in English.
Beyond the Praxis II: Evaluating Curricula
The Praxis II experience provided faculty members with an opportunity to
evaluate and redesign curricula. Similarly, teacher candidates were able to use their
experiences to offer suggestions to improve their foreign language teacher preparation.
For faculty members the experience to take the Praxis II test was an “eye-opening” one.
This opportunity led Dr. Logan to suggest that all faculty members should take the test,
simply to understand the expectations of teacher candidates. Although they insisted that
preparing future foreign language teachers might not be their responsibility, which is
consistent with Welles (1999; 2000) who underscored that departments are often resistant
to change, they identified several ways in which they could improve their instruction and
develop courses to better prepare teacher candidates for the Praxis II. First, although they
felt limited in how they teach the target language based on the lack of available
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technology in their classrooms, they insisted that teacher candidates needed this resource
in order to be successful Praxis-takers. Through technology, they could include realia
such as newscasts, interviews, newspapers, all of which are presented on the Praxis II.
This suggestion was reiterated by the Frustrated Disregarders who did not understand
why their teachers had not done this before.
Course Development
Additionally, faculty members believed that the creation of two courses, a course
in methodology and a second conversation course, may assist teacher candidates with the
demands of the Praxis II. The conversation course may be particularly useful considering
that five of the six teacher candidates (all except Alison) received their lowest scores in
the speaking component area. This is not surprising considering that Weyers (2010)
recognized oral communication as the most challenging aspect of language learning.
Furthermore, given that the Praxis II requires the demonstration of oral proficiency at the
Advanced-Low level, it is not surprising that three of the six teacher candidates were
unable to achieve this goal. This finding is consistent with research (Mathews & Hansen,
2004; Swender, 2003) that indicated that approximately 50% of language learners cannot
attain this goal. The development of this second conversation course is consistent with
suggestions by researchers (Glisan, 2001; Pearson et al., 2006; Swender, 2003) that
emphasized the importance of developing oral proficiency as essential in completing the
pedagogical tasks in the target language.
The development of the methods course was reiterated by the Surprised
Prevailers and the Frustrated Disregarders as well. The Surprised Prevailers also
recommended that a mentor, through the methods course, be provided to teacher
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candidates so teacher candidates might understand what they will face in the classroom
and on the Praxis II. As the Surprised Prevailers and the Frustrated Disregarders
hypothesized, their teachers were unaware that they had to take the Praxis II. Dr. Cape’s
suggestion to identify teacher candidates and provide them with the guidance they need
may provide a solution to this problem.
Instructional Strategies
In addition to course development and identifying teacher candidates, the faculty
members recognized that their instructional strategies would need to change in order to
adequately prepare teacher candidates for the Praxis II which includes authentic tasks.
For example, Dr. Lewis and Dr. Logan recommended that the Proficiency Guidelines be
used to clarify expectations and raise standards. The suggestion to use the Proficiency
Guidelines in this way is reiterated by Wilkerson et al. (2004). Dr. Logan specified that
she should “be tougher” in her classes. All of the teachers recognized that they needed to
use the target language more during instruction, and all supported the use of technology
and realia.
In addition to the communication elements of language teaching which the faculty
and teacher candidates emphasized, all teacher candidates reevaluated the role of culture
during their language instruction. The Frustrated Disregarders asserted that due to their
difficulty with the culture questions, additional instruction and assessment in this area are
needed. The lack of cultural knowledge was reiterated by Fraga-Cañadas (2010) whose
teacher participants felt unprepared in areas of culture. The Confident Completer and the
Surprised Prevailers also alluded that this component may be forgotten. The fact that the
cultures element of the 5Cs seemed to be lost in language instruction could be explained
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in a variety of ways. First, perhaps faculty members were unaware of how to teach
culture as found by Allen (2002). An additional interpretation may be that faculty
members treated the communication goal area as more important than cultures as
expressed by Wu (2010). Similar to teacher candidates, faculty members did not concur
regarding the inclusion of cultural questions. The failure by faculty members to reach a
consensus regarding what a teacher should know is consistent with Zigo and Moore
(2002). Furthermore, Wilkerson et al. (2004) also found that these cultural questions
were problematic.
The suggestions to improve foreign language instruction and teacher preparation
were proposed as a direct result of the Praxis II experience. As one faculty member, Dr.
Logan, contended, “I think it really changes everything when you know what is
expected” (Interview 1, February 17, 2011). Although they were not as insistent as the
Surprised Prevailers and Frustrated Disregarders that the Praxis II tasks ran contrary to
those presented in language classes, all faculty members recognized that the daunting
nature of the Praxis II presented unique opportunities for growth and improvement.
Conclusion
This study contributes to current research in a variety of ways. First, although
examinations of the Praxis II subject-matter assessments have included perspectives of
faculty members (Bowen, 2002; Wilkerson et al., 2004; Zigo & Moore, 2002) and
teacher candidates (Albers, 2002; Hones et al., 2009), no study has included both
perspectives simultaneously for comparative analysis. This study revealed that teacher
candidates and faculty members expressed concerns with similar components of the
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Praxis II test such as time constraints and complexity of vocabulary; however differences
emerged as well including cultural and linguistic knowledge.
Second, this study contributes to research by extending the current application of
Lortie’s (1975) framework, which has been traditionally used to explain how prospective
teachers might act in the classroom. Lafayette (1993) suggested that “the impact on
instruction on future teachers should not be minimized, since they will also ultimately
draw on what they were taught when they themselves become teachers” (p. 128). Since
all teacher candidates, as apprentice observers, referenced their classroom language
learning experiences which served as a template guiding them in their Praxis II
preparation, this theoretical framework may be applied to other contexts as well. For the
Confident Completer, the classroom activities mimicked what she ultimately faced on the
Praxis II test. The Surprised Prevailers and the Frustrated Disregarders were not as
fortunate given that their language learning experiences ran contrary to the tasks on the
Praxis II. It can be concluded that teacher candidates will turn to the content of their
subject-matter classes and “replicate those efforts simply because they think that is what
the subject matter represents” (Lafayette, 1993, p. 128). If the Praxis II content and
expectations do not reflect those of their language educators and classes, teacher
candidates will fail the Praxis II test.
Third, this study contributes to current research given that no study has provided
teacher candidates’ perspectives of the Praxis II tests for licensure in foreign languages.
Examining the influences of the Confident Completer may help understand how Courtney
passed the Praxis II on her first attempt. This may assist other teacher candidates in
preparing correctly for the Praxis II. Furthermore, analysis of the Confident Completer
may lead teacher education programs in providing the practical support and strategies as
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used by Courtney and her foreign language faculty for Praxis II success. For example,
Courtney’s foreign language education program used the Program Standards (ACTFL,
2002). As a result, Courtney referenced the Oral Proficiency Interview, Proficiency
Guidelines, National Standards, and a methods course. Since she cited the high
expectations of her language teachers, their awareness of the Praxis II structure and
expectations, and a focus on oral communication in her coursework, it may be implied
that the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) attributed to Courtney’s success. If faculty in
other foreign language education programs intend for their teacher candidates to be
equally successful, it may be important for them to consider the role of the Program
Standards (ACTFL, 2002) in curricular development.
Additionally, this research is the only known qualitative study to examine
perspectives of multiple licensure exams used for initial licensure in French, German, and
Spanish. Regardless of the required Praxis II test, data from the Praxis Score Reports
revealed that all of the teacher candidates performed lower in the speaking component
areas on the Praxis II. Thus, the speaking skills of teacher candidates need attention.
Ricardo-Osorio (2008) assumed that this would be the case considering that few
programs at the tertiary level used the SFLL and the Proficiency Guidelines to guide
curricular development. Based on the comments by Frustrated Disregarders regarding
the requirement of one conversation course, it may be assumed that unsuccessful teacher
candidates are not exposed to sufficient opportunities to practice speaking. Moreover,
faculty members’ decisions to begin using the Proficiency Guidelines may imply that
they were never included to clarify or set expectations prior to the Praxis II experience.
This study also contributes to research given the novelty of the Praxis II: World
Language Test. Since faculty members registered for and took this version of the Praxis
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II, concerns and challenges provide opportunities for curricular examination. For
example, although the communicative (interpersonal and presentational speaking) skills
of teacher candidates warrant attention, additional goal areas of the SFLL are perhaps
being overlooked as well. The comments regarding cultural knowledge are troubling. If
foreign language faculty members understand that the 5Cs (i.e., Communication,
Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, Communities) of the SFLL are an interconnected
unit, one would assume that teacher candidates would be culturally knowledgeable.
Furthermore, the requirement of courses in culture according to the Program Standards
(ACTFL, 2002) seems to be currently ignored. At this point, it may be concluded that
culture may be a lost element of the curriculum.
Similarly, the faculty members’ perspectives of the theoretical nature of the
questions related to linguistics may indicate that although the Program Standards
(ACTFL, 2002) require courses in this area, faculty members disagree regarding its
importance for K-12 teachers. Thus, the data conflict with the views presented by
Lafayette (1993) and Schulz (2000) who reiterated that knowledge of applied linguistics
is necessary for prospective foreign language teachers.
Finally, the faculty members, as a result of the Praxis II experience have begun to
consider the practical implications for their own language classrooms. As a result, this
study suggests that at the very least the Praxis II experience may be important in
changing behavior.
Limitations
Although the findings are interesting, they are limited in at least three ways. First,
data gathered from six teacher candidate cases and four faculty member cases are
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suggestive rather than conclusive. The teacher candidates in this study were different in
two fundamental ways that may also limit the applicability of these findings to other
settings. The Confident Completer was the only teacher candidate that attended the
southeastern coastal university, the university using the Program Standards (ACTFL,
2002). Although findings were draw from this case based on the influence of the
Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) with regard to her success on the Praxis II, more data
would provide support to this suggestion. Additionally, teacher candidates did not take
the same version of the Praxis II. Thus, although data revealed differences in their
classroom experiences and Praxis preparation, the Frustrated Disregarders were the only
teacher candidates that experienced the Praxis II: World Language Test as opposed to the
Praxis II: Productive Language Skills Test. It may have been possible that the teacher
candidates in all cases would have experienced a divergent testing experience and/or
outcome as a result of a different test.
Implications for Research and Practice
Implications for Research
Since this study is the first known to examine the perspectives of teacher
candidates and faculty members concerning the Praxis II tests for initial licensure in
French, German, and Spanish, future research is needed. In that this study demonstrated
that foreign language faculty members began to reconceptualize their programs of study
following their experience with the Praxis II test, additional research should follow to
investigate if and how they altered their language classes and programs. This line of
research would assist other faculty who find it difficult to establish a relationship between
the department of foreign languages and the college of education. Additionally, it may
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assist teacher educators who find it difficult to assist teacher candidates in passing the
Praxis II. Knowing that the Praxis II experience may lead foreign language faculty
members to change their language courses, and perhaps assist teacher candidates, may be
the first step in developing the alliance according to the Program Standards (ACTFL,
2002) that appeared to push the Confident Completer in the right direction.
The Surprised Prevailers represent a unique opportunity for additional research as
well. It is not clear what led these teacher candidates to alter their Praxis II preparation in
the way that they did. Was it experiencing the Praxis II test? Was it reflecting upon their
beliefs about effective language teachers? It is clear, however, that they dramatically
shifted their preparation that consisted of grammatical knowledge toward a model that
imitated that initially used by the Confident Completer emphasizing oral production.
Additional qualitative research may examine what led them to see how to prepare
differently yet the Frustrated Disregarders failed to make this jump.
Additionally, research could investigate how other universities include the
Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) to assist teacher candidates prior to the Praxis II
experience. Have these standards contributed to the development of new courses to fill
gaps in communication, cultures, connections, comparisons, and communities?
Furthermore, what are the perspectives of teacher candidates with regard to the SFLL and
do teacher candidates enrolled in programs using the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002)
have a better understanding of the SFLL?
Little research with regard to the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002) exists, but it
may be implied that their inclusion benefits teacher candidates on the Praxis II for initial
licensure in French, German, and Spanish. To this end, quantitative research may fill a
gap to provide additional support to this claim.
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Additionally, all of the teacher candidates in this study sought licensure in
Spanish. More research is needed to determine if teacher candidates in other languages
experience similar challenges on the Praxis II. Furthermore, although the data did not
reveal differences among faculty members’ perspectives with regard to language, more
research is needed in this area as well (How does a Spanish faculty member’s perspective
of the Praxis II differ from a French faculty member’s perspective?)
Implications for Practice
First, the suggestions by the teacher candidates and the faculty members provide a
concrete way to improve foreign language teacher preparation which may lead to success
on the Praxis II. Looking closer at these suggestions, it appears that they are compatible
with the requirements of the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002). For example, the
proposal of a second “conversation” course may contribute to
• The development of candidates’ foreign language proficiency in all areas of
communication, with special emphasis on developing oral proficiency, in all
language courses. (p. 2)
Furthermore, if faculty members do indeed use the Proficiency Guidelines as
expressed to clarify expectations, it may provide
• An ongoing assessment of candidates’ oral proficiency and provision of
diagnostic feedback to candidates concerning their progress in meeting required
levels of proficiency. (ACTFL, 2002, p. 2)
Second, the development of a methods course specifically addresses an additional
requirement of the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002):
• A methods course that deals specifically with the teaching of foreign languages,
and that is taught by a qualified faculty member whose expertise is foreign
language education and who is knowledgeable about current instructional
approaches and issues. (p. 2)
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The Surprised Prevailers, Frustrated Disregarders, and faculty members believed that
the “qualified faculty member” could also serve as a mentor that would be required to (a)
identify teacher candidates to foreign language faculty members and thus strengthen the
alliance between the their department and the college of education and (b) provide
strategies and suggestions for the Praxis II test.
The possibility that the faculty members may not have used the SFLL provides
additional implications regarding the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002). Since the
SFLL includes 5 Cs, one of which is communication that entails three modes:
interpersonal, interpretative, and presentational, the Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002)
delineate the same communicative goals at the Advanced-Low level. The Praxis II,
consequently, assesses if teacher candidates are successful in these three modes (among
other areas) at the Advanced-Low level. Given the difficulty expressed by Frustrated
Disregarders with regard to hearing authentic discourse and responding in appropriate
ways, it appears that courses should emphasize oral proficiency at the very least through:
• Opportunities for candidates to experience technology-enhanced instruction and
to use technology in their own teaching; and
• Opportunities for candidates to participate in a structured study abroad program
and/or intensive immersion experience in a target language community. (ACTFL,
2002, p. 2)
Since the Confident Completer and Surprised Prevailers emphasized their exposure to
speaking practice outside of the classroom context, these opportunities should not be
taken lightly.
In addition to the practical applications regarding program requirements, there are
also connections to the foreign language INTASC principles. Since the Program
Standards (ACTFL, 2002) and INTASC principles were developed to assist students in
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meeting the goals delineated in the SFLL, one can assume that each is needed to fulfill
this lofty endeavor. Thus, if programs choose not to follow the requirements in the
Program Standards (ACTFL, 2002), teacher candidates will not demonstrate two of the
INTASC principles (Principle #1: Content Knowledge and Principle #6: Communication)
at the very least, and they will likely not pass the Praxis II. Furthermore, the students in
the K-12 setting will be unlikely to reach their language and culture goals according to
the SFLL.
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Email Notification to Faculty Members

Dear foreign language faculty member,

My name is Kelly Moser, and I am a doctoral student in the Department of Curriculum,
Instruction, and Special Education at Mississippi State University. I am currently
pursuing research regarding the Praxis II: World Language Test. This exam, a
component of the Praxis Series, is required of teacher candidates in the state of
Mississippi in order to obtain licensure in their respective foreign language content area.

As a faculty member in the Department of Foreign Languages, your perspective of the
Praxis II test will be beneficial to foreign language teacher preparation. If you are willing
to participate in this study, I ask that you read the attached consent form. Your
participation in this study is strictly voluntary, and you may withdraw at any time. Once
we discuss the consent form and it is signed, I would like to schedule a time that is
convenient for you in order to discuss registration for the Praxis II test. The information
that you provide will be kept confidential.

Thank you.

Kelly Moser
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Foreign Language Teacher Consent Form

Dear Faculty Member in Foreign Languages,
Success on the Praxis II exams is a necessary component for a majority of teacher
candidates. As a faculty member in foreign languages, it is important to examine the
components of the Praxis II required by teacher candidates for initial certification.
The purpose of this research project is to understand the foreign language Praxis II:
World Language Test from the perspective of a foreign language faculty member. By
investigating a foreign language faculty member’s perspective of the Praxis II, we will
deepen our understanding of various factors that influence foreign language instruction
and teacher preparation. This study will explore a variety of aspects related to the Praxis
II such as linguistic expectations, challenges presented to language learners, and issues of
content validity.
If you participate in this study, you will be asked to register for the Praxis II: World
Language Test in the language that you teach (i.e., French, German, Spanish). Following
this assessment, you will participate in an individual interview for approximately 50
minutes and a focus group interview to discuss your experience with the aforementioned
Praxis II assessment. Continual informal communication via phone or email should also
be expected.
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may withdraw at any time or refuse to
answer any specific question that you do not want to answer. The information that you
provide will be kept confidential. Your name or identifying information will not be used.
Pseudonyms will be used for all participants. Please note this information is held by a
state entity and is subject to disclosure if compelled by law.
If you should have any questions about this project, please feel free to contact Kelly
Moser at (662) 325-3480 or by email at kmb479@msstate.edu or Dr. Jianzhong Xu at
jx18@colled.msstate.edu. For more information about human research, please feel free
to contact the MSU Regulatory Compliance Office at (662) 325- 3294.

___________________________________
Teacher’s Signature

________________________
Date

___________________________________
Investigator’s Signature

________________________
Date
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PRAXIS-taker Consent Form
Dear PRAXIS-taker,
As you are well aware, success on the Praxis I and Praxis II exams is a necessary
component for successful teacher candidates. As a foreign language teacher candidate in
the state of Mississippi, in order to obtain your license for certification, you must prove
subject-matter expertise by passing either the Foreign Language Praxis II: Productive
Language Skills Test or World Language Test.
The purpose of this research project is to understand the Foreign Language Praxis II from
a test-taker’s perspective. By investigating test-takers’ perspectives of the Foreign
Language Praxis II, we will deepen our understanding of various factors that influence
foreign language teacher education. This study will explore aspects related to exam
preparation, attitudes toward the exam, challenges related to the exam, and assessments
of validity.
If you participate in this study, you will be interviewed for approximately 50 minutes
about the Foreign Language Praxis II. Continual informal communication should also be
expected via phone or email during the course of this study. I would also like to collect
from you materials used to prepare for the Praxis.
Participation in this study is voluntary. You may withdraw at any time or refuse to
answer any specific question that you do not want to answer. The information that you
provide will be kept confidential. Your name or identifying information will not be used.
Pseudonyms will be used for all participants. Please note this information is held by a
state entity and are subject to disclosure if compelled by law.
If you should have any questions about this project, please feel free to contact Kelly
Moser at (662) 325-3480 or by email at kmb479@msstate.edu or Dr. Dwight Hare at
(662) 325-7110 or dhare@colled.msstate.edu. For more information about human
participation in research, please feel free to contact the MSU Regulatory Compliance
Office at (662) 325-3294.
You will be given a copy of this form for your records.

___________________________________
Test-taker’s Signature

________________________
Date

___________________________________
Investigator’s Signature

________________________
Date

166

APPENDIX C
CURRICULUM VITAE

167

Kelly M. Moser
800 White Oak Lane
Starkville, MS 39759
865-804-5275
kmb479@msstate.edu
EDUCATION:
Mississippi State University
Doctor of Philosophy
Major Area: Curriculum, Instruction and Special Education
Minor Area: Foreign Languages

Anticipated Fall 2011

The University of Tennessee at Knoxville
Master of Science in Secondary Education
GPA 4.0

Aug. 2007

Master of Arts in Spanish
GPA 3.7

Aug. 2003

Bachelor of Arts in Spanish
GPA 3.3

May 2001

Licensure: Spanish 7-12 (409)

Aug. 2007

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
Mississippi State University
Foreign Language Education Director
Aug. 2011- present
• Examine/alter foreign language education program as needed
• Design courses in foreign language methodology for undergraduate and
graduate students
• Supervise foreign language teacher interns during field experiences
• Advise foreign language education and speech education students
• Collaborate with the departments of English (linguistics/TESOL) and Foreign
Languages to plan assessments for the ACTFL/NCATE report
• Design and advertise opportunities for teacher candidates to practice the target
language
• Advertise and recruit for the foreign language education program and the
MAT-S program
• Collaborate with faculty in CISE to assist teacher candidates in foreign language
education
Mississippi State University
Aug. 2010- May 2011
Spanish Instructor
• Plan and teach first and second year Spanish
• Coordinate test assignments and design with lecturers/instructors
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• Design and implement Spanish table for first and second semester Spanish
students
• Actively participate in the Instructor/TA Mentor Program
Mississippi State University
Spanish Lecturer
• Plan and teach first and second year Spanish

Aug. 2007- Aug. 2010

Seymour High School
Aug. 2006- May 2007
Spanish Intern
• Plan and teach first and second year Spanish
• Evaluate and monitor student progress
• Communicate openly with parents via newsletters and phone calls
• Assist with Spanish club activities
McMinn Central High School
Spanish Teacher of Record
• Served as a teacher of record for academic year

Aug. 2003- May 2004

The University of Tennessee at Knoxville
Aug. 2002- Aug. 2003
Spanish Graduate Teaching Assistant
• Served as teacher of record for first and second year Spanish
• Assisted in preparation of weekly Tertulia
• Coordinated with other Spanish instructors
Baylor University
Spanish Graduate Teaching Assistant

Aug. 2001- May 2002

RESEARCH PUBLICATIONS:
Moser, K. (2010). The Praxis II for world language teachers: An overview. TFLTA
Journal, 1(1), 10-24.
Forthcoming: The ethical summons extended by Le Clezio’s Martin and other casualties
of peer victimization, Janus Head
CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS
What do Foreign Language Teachers Need To Know? Test-Taker Perceptions of the
Praxis; MSERA; November 4, 2010
DEPARTMENTAL AND UNIVERSITY SERVICE:
Speaking for Teachers

Aug. 2011- present

Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research
Graduate Student Representative
Aug. 2011-present
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Praxis II Committee
Spring 2011-present
• Discuss solutions to reduce high failures of Praxis II (Spanish)
• Establish mentor program for foreign language teacher candidates
• Remain in consistent contact with faculty in College of Education to improve FL
teacher preparation
• Collaborate with colleagues at other Mississippi institutions to develop
strategies for improvement
University Supervisor to Foreign Language Interns

Spring 2011

Testing Coordinator
Fall 2010-present
• Develop rotating schedule including all lecturers and instructors of Spanish 1
and 2 for test development
• Edit and provide commentary to faculty members responsible for designing tests
• Remain in consistent contact with all faculty members regarding the
effectiveness of all testing instruments
• Establish uniform guidelines and expectations for all testing instruments
• Design oral assessments that meet the goals of Spanish 1 and 2 according to the
ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines as deemed appropriate by the department
Spanish Club Faculty Advisor
Fall 2009- present
• Meet with Spanish club officers to examine possible events to attract club
members and those interested in learning and practicing Spanish
• Examine community outreach opportunities such as the International Fiesta
Textbook Committee
Fall 2010- Spring 2011
• Examined textbooks and created rubric for faculty members to compare texts for
beginner and intermediate Spanish courses
• Collaborated with colleagues in the development of syllabi
• Collaborated with colleagues to organize teacher training with new text
Schillig Grant Committee
Spring 2010
• Searched for pedagogical sound ideas/materials to receive funding
• Collaborated with colleagues to create list of materials for a new language
course
Written Translation
Fall 2008- present
• Translated various official documents from Spanish to English
Gulf of Mexico Alliance
• Translator during conference in Mobile, Alabama

August 2009

Lower Language Instruction Committee
Spring 2009
• Created innovative methods for improving lower level instruction
• Worked with peers to design plan for improving graduate level knowledge of
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basic level instruction
• Initiated Faculty/GTA Mentor Program
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
AERA
AATSP
ACTFL
MSERA
MFLA (Mississippi Foreign Language Teaching Assoc.)

Spring 2011- present
Spring 2010 - present
Spring 2010 - present
Spring 2010- present
Fall 2009 - present

HONORS AND RECOGNITIONS:
Graduate Student Research Award from the College of Education
Spring 2011
Phi Kappa Phi Honor Society
Spring 2010
MSU IMAGE/NSBE Faculty Appreciation Nomination
Spring 2009
Kappa Delta Pi Education Honor Society
Dec. 2006- present
World Language Selection Committee
Nov. 2006
The David Bailey Scholarship
Aug. 2006- Aug. 2007
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APPENDIX D
MODIFIED ACTFL PROFICIENCY SCALE
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The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines
Speaking (1986; revised 1999)
Level
Novice Low

Novice Mid

Novice High

Intermediate Low

Intermediate Mid

Descriptors
--No real functional ability; may be unintelligible due to pronunciation
(heavily reliant on the native language)
--They may exchange greetings, give their identity and name familiar,
concrete objects.
--No authentic conversational exchange is possible at this level.
--Communication is minimal and highly dependent on isolated words
and/or memorized phrases.
--They may answer questions but responses may be limited to two or three
word answers due to limitations in structural awareness or vocabulary
--Pauses are frequent in speech and often sympathetic listeners have
difficulty understanding learners at this level due to hesitation in speech,
inappropriate responses to questions, lack of vocabulary, or inaccuracy in
speech
--They can manage uncomplicated communicative tasks in straightforward
social situations if topics are predictable
--They can respond to direct questions
--They rely heavily on learned phrases and recombinations/recasting from
the interlocutor during conversations
--Conversations are consistently in present tense and are short utterances;
often dependent on learned material
--They can perform tasks pertaining to the Intermediate level however they
are unable to sustain performance at this level.
--Speakers can handle a limited number of uncomplicated communicative
tasks in social situations
--Topics must be concrete (i.e., family, routine, personal preferences,
ordering food in a restaurant, making purchases)
--Utterances are often hesitant and inaccuracies are present as speakers
search for appropriate words or phrases
--Their pronunciation, vocabulary, syntax is heavily influenced by their
native language
--They can generally be understood by sympathetic interlocutors,
particularly those unaccustomed to dealing with non-natives
--Speakers can handle a variety of tasks in straightforward social situations
--Conversations are usually limited to concrete exchanges similar to those
of Intermediate-Low speakers.
--They can ask a variety of questions when necessary to satisfy basic needs
(unlike the previous levels)
--Are able to manipulate the language using some strategies such as
circumlocution
--Speakers are able to take risks with the language; sentence length
utterances are common
--Misunderstandings may occur however they are generally understood by
sympathetic interlocutors unaccustomed to dealing with non-natives
--They can handle few topics at the Advanced level but have difficulty
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Intermediate High

Advanced Low

Advanced Mid

Advanced High

Superior

linking ideas or manipulating time and aspect
--Speakers are able to converse with ease and confidence when dealing
with social situations and routine tasks
--They can handle tasks pertaining to the Advanced level but they are able
to sustain performance over a variety of topics
--They can narrate in major time frames using connected discourse
however it is common for breakdown to occur
--Although these speakers can generally be understood by native speakers,
the dominant language is still evident
--Speakers are able to participate in most informal and a limited number of
formal conversations
--They are able to narrate in all major time frames (past, present, future) at
paragraph length
--Communicative strategies such as circumlocution or rephrasing are
commonly employed
--Discourse may be limited or strained when the conversation takes an
unexpected turn
--Speech is often marked by self-correction
--Speakers can participate in most informal and some formal conversations
--They can narrate in all major time frames and they adapt flexibility when
conversations shift toward the unexpected
--Conversations are paragraph length and are connected using interwoven,
supportive facts
--Vocabulary is quite extensive; dominant language tends to recede
--They are readily understood by native speakers with few, if any,
misunderstandings
--They can state an opinion however they lack the ability to consistently
provide a structured argument in extended discourse
--They can perform all Advanced-level tasks with linguistic ease,
confidence and competence
--They are able to narrate fully and accurately in all time frames
--They can provide a structured argument to support their opinions
however a pattern of errors may appear
--They can participate fully and with fluency in both formal and informal
settings from both concrete and abstract perspective
--They explain complex matters in detail all with accuracy and in lengthy
detail
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The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines: Writing (1986; revised 2001)
Level
Novice Low
Novice Mid

Novice High

Intermediate
Low

Intermediate
Mid

Intermediate
High

Descriptors
--Form letters in an alphabetic system and can copy a limited number of
isolated words or phrases
--Copy or transcribe familiar words or phrases
--Reproduce from memory a modest number of isolated words and phrases in
context
--Supply biographical information on documents
--Little evidence of functional writing skills
--Can meet limited practical needs using lists, short messages, postcards, and
simple notes
--Rely mainly on practiced material and writing is focused on common,
discrete elements of daily life
--Writing may often only partially communicate what is intended
--Generally comprehensible by natives not accustomed to the writing of nonnatives with occasional gaps of comprehension
--Writers are able to meet some limited practice writing needs
--Can create statements and formulate questions based on familiar material
(mostly learned vocabulary and structures)
--Writing is mainly in present time with occasional and often incorrect use of
past or future
--Sentences are often simple and repetitive
--Understood by natives used to the writing of non-natives although effort is
required
--Can meet a number of practical writing needs
--Can write short, simple communications, compositions, descriptions, and
requests for information in loosely connected texts that are based on personal
preferences, daily routines, common events, etc.
--Most writing is in present time with inconsistencies in other time frames.
--Good control of syntax in non-complex sentences
--Readily understood by natives used to the writing of non-natives
--Can meet all practical needs such as taking notes on familiar topics, writing
uncomplicated letters, simple summaries, compositions related to work, school
experiences, and topics of current interest
--Sentences are connected in paragraphs using cohesive devices when writing
about everyday events and situations
--Generally understood by natives used to the writing of non-natives

Advanced Low --Can narrate in major time frames with some control of aspect
--Can combine and link sentences into texts of paragraph length and structure
--Some reliance on native patterns of oral discourse or writing style of the first
language
--Understood by natives not accustomed to the writing of non-natives
Advanced Mid --Can meet a range of work and/or academic needs with good organization and
cohesiveness
--Straightforward summaries and familiar topics
--Use of all major time frames
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--Vocabulary expresses thoughts clearly with paraphrasing and elaboration
--Texts of several paragraphs in length
--Readily understood by natives not used to the writing of non-natives
Advanced High --Write with precision and detail about a variety of topics
--Can write reports and research papers
--All major time frames with good control of aspect
--Can develop arguments and construct hypothesis but cannot sustain those
abilities
Superior

--Can produce writings on a variety of topics including both abstract and
concrete
--Can direct writing to specific audiences and can alter tone, style and format of
discourse
--Detailed narration of all time frames and aspects
--Present and support opinions
--Extended treatment of topic through series of paragraphs that encompass a
number of pages
--Errors do not interfere with comprehension and they rarely distract the native
reader
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